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There are few things that attract responses as ambivalent as those towards 
using information and communication technologies (ICT) devices for working 
remotely. While the increased connectivity afforded by such innovations allow 
employees to gain control over work from different locations, the permeability of 
work matters into individuals’ personal boundaries tends to create a sense of loss 
of control as well. Existing research on using communication devices and 
innovations for remote work has yielded mixed results, with individuals reported 
to experience higher job satisfaction, but also experiencing increased work-family 
conflict and burnout. Despite advancements in research on this area, gaps persist in 
literature examining mechanisms that can account for the positive and negative 
outcomes of staying connected through technology. I propose that the ability to 
control one’s boundaries in line with one’s desired balance of work and life can 
explain why staying connected may have either positive or negative outcomes 
among individuals. In this study, I examine job connectedness, which is defined as 
the extent to which individuals remain connected to work matters remotely using 
communications-based technology. Using a sample of 122 employees in Singapore, 
I developed and validated a scale on job connectedness in Study 1. Using this scale, 
I tested the nomological network of job connectedness using experience sampling 
methodology (ESM) with 115 full-time working individuals in Singapore in Study 
2, who participated in the study over 5 consecutive days. I rest on the framework 
of boundary management theory to guide my research model and hypotheses. 




Tables and Figures 
 
Table 1. Principal Component Analysis Results 
  1 2 3 
JobConnectedness1 0.825   
JobConnectedness2 0.644   
JobConnectedness3 0.717   
JobConnectedness4 0.529   
JobConnectedness5 0.730   
JobConnectedness6R 0.554   
TASW1   0.823 
TASW2   0.675 
TASW3   0.579 
TASW4   0.866 
Telecommuting1  0.832  





Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of variables 
  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1 Age 30.33 0.87 -                
2 Gendera 1.57 0.50 -.11 -               
3 Organizational Tenure 40.46 45.2 .47** -.01 -              
4 No. of Children 0.34 0.77 .65** .00 .43** -             
5 Role Autonomy 3.55 0.83 .15 -.09 .05 -.05 (.82)            
6 Role Interdependence 3.65 0.56 -.24** .00 .02 -.13 .06 (:85)           
7 Integration Supplies 3.25 0.75 .07 -.11 .03 -.01 .20* .04 (.73)          
8 
Perceived Importance 
of Face Time 
3.24 0.54 .06 -.01 .06 .11 -.15 .02 -.13 (.58)         
9 Integration Preference 2.55 0.88 .15 -.20* .23* .12 .30** .04 .40** -.17 (.78)        
10 Job Crafting 3.75 0.50 .01 -.08 .12 -.03 .23* .48** .28** .09 .34** (.85)       
11 Job Connectedness 2.92 0.60 .05 -.09 .09 .00 -.04 .08 .18 -.12 .25** .21* (.91)      
12 Voluntariness 3.25 1.00 -.01 -.08 -.04 .00 .29** -.02 .16 -.19* .30** .22* .06 -     
13 
Psychological Control 
over Work-Life Balance 
3.66 0.57 .15 -.08 -.03 .02 .05 .05 -.03 .06 .03 .29** -.22* .31** (.92)    
14 Job Satisfaction 3.29 0.58 .12 -.19* -.10 .03 .17 .04 .13 -.11 .32** .34** .01 .22* .43** (.82)   
15 Work-Family Conflict 2.41 0.66 -.17 .03 .15 .04 -.13 .05 -.04 -.04 .02 -.09 .29** .05 -.51** -.34** (.93)  
16 Burnout 2.70 0.69 -.15 -.20* .10 -.09 -.14 .11 .11 .05 -.22* -.08 .16 -.12 -.39** -.66** .66** (.93) 
aNote: Gender was coded 1 for males, and 2 for females 
Notes: SD = standard deviation (between-individual). Correlations represent between-individual (aggregated) correlations (n = 115). Figures in parentheses denote internal 
reliability (Cronbach’s alpha). 
* p < .05 




Table 3. Regression coefficients from multiple regression (Hypotheses 1a, 2, 3, and 4) 


























































Table 4. Regression coefficients from multiple regression (Hypothesis 1b) 












































































































*p < .05 




Table 5. Regression coefficients from multilevel analysis (Hypothesis 5) 
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Table 6. Regression coefficients from multilevel analysis (Hypothesis 6) 
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Table 7. Regression coefficients from multilevel analysis (Hypothesis 7) 
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Goodness-of-fit (3-factor model) 



































Figure 3. Interaction plot for Job Connectedness and Voluntariness on Psychological Control 





































































Figure 5. Interaction plot for Job Connectedness and Psychological Control over 






Figure 6. Interaction plot for Job Connectedness and Psychological Control over 











Low Job Connectedness High Job Connectedness
Low Control over WLB







Low Job Connectedness High Job Connectedness
Low Control over WLB

























Technology is so integral in the daily functioning of our work lives that few 
firms do without it. For the most part, technology has brought benefits to 
organizations, increasing work productivity, especially for firms which tend to use 
more skilled labor (Atrostic, Boegh-Nielsen, Motohashi, & Nguyen, 2004; Black 
& Lynch, 2001; Bresnahan, Brynjolfsson, & Hitt, 2002). Employees can now stay 
connected to work matters through devices such as laptops, desk computers, PDAs, 
and smart phones, and through innovations such as video conferencing and email. 
This increased connectivity makes it possible for working individuals to attend to 
work matters anywhere, including from home and other remote locations. While 
such arrangements afford greater flexibility and autonomy to individuals, there is 
also a tendency for them to be constantly connected, or “digitally tied,” to work via 
these devices and innovations, which can have detrimental consequences.  
Existing literature has yielded mixed findings with regards to using 
technology to work remotely. For instance, in their meta-analysis of 
telecommuting, Gajendran and Harrison (2007) found that the increased flexibility 
and locus of control that individuals have as a result of such working arrangements 
lead to greater job satisfaction and lower work-family conflict. However, it has also 
been found to be positively related to burnout and work-family conflict as work 
matters permeate personal boundaries more easily through higher connectivity 
(Golden, 2012; Igbaria & Guimaraes, 1999; Murray & Rostis, 2007). Compared to 
employees with successful boundary management strategies, individuals who are 
less successful in creating boundaries to keep work matters from entering their 
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personal domains experience higher work-to-life conflict, as they find difficulty in 
juggling their work and nonwork roles (Kossek, Lautsch, & Eaton, 2005; Olson-
Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). 
Furthermore, there are varying responses to boundary interruptions between 
individuals. These boundary interruptions can occur in one of two directions: from 
work to nonwork, and from nonwork to work domains. While some individuals are 
open to such interruptions, others get upset or annoyed as they prefer to keep their 
work and nonwork boundaries separate (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). 
Although employees may prefer to enjoy their off-work hours instead of ruminating 
about work-related problems, strict protection of boundaries can lead to career 
penalties (Glass, 2004). Besides, individuals would have to deliberately erect and 
self-impose idiosyncratic boundaries with respect to the use of communication 
technologies, which certain individuals may have difficulty in creating and 
maintaining (Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 
2006). Given these inconsistent behaviors and attitudes among individuals, it is 
surprising that research examining both the positive and negative outcomes in one 
setting has been scant. 
My research aims to address these gaps in literature by examining the 
psychological processes behind staying connected to work matters through 
communication technologies. I term this behavior job connectedness. There is little 
theoretical and empirical research that explains the mechanism through which job 
connectedness can lead to both positive and negative well-being outcomes. Job 
connectedness can also be conceptualized as a temporally-varying construct, with 
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individuals engaging in different levels of connectedness at various times of the 
day, depending on the nature of the job tasks. As job connectedness can affect 
employees’ daily work experiences, it is also important to expand research by 
examining this behavior from an experiential perspective.  
Based on the preceding line of inquiry, I intend to contribute to literature by 
answering the following research questions. First, how does one measure the 
behavior of being connected to work matters remotely? To answer this, I will 
introduce a new construct, job connectedness. Job connectedness refers to the 
extent to which individuals are connected to job-related matters from a remote 
location through communication technologies. This includes checking and 
responding to work emails, attending to work-related phone calls, and keeping up-
to-date with work matters using the computer. I will develop and validate a scale 
assessing individual levels of job connectedness. In addition, I will develop a 
nomological network of job connectedness, examining its antecedents, outcomes, 
and moderators. 
Second, how can job connectedness lead to positive or negative outcomes 
among individuals? The outcomes of interest span across both work and family 
boundaries, which include job satisfaction, work-family conflict, and burnout. In 
answering this question I will refer to boundary management theory, which 
examines individuals’ role integration and segmentation preferences. Boundary 
management theory suggests that individuals vary in the extent to which their 
various roles (i.e., work and nonwork roles) are integrated or segmented across 
domains (Kossek, Lautsch, & Eaton, 2005; Nippert-Eng, 1996). Based on these 
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preferences, they manage their boundaries such that they achieve the level of 
integration or segmentation that they desire. I posit that to the extent that job 
connectedness allows individuals to exercise control over their integration or 
segmentation levels across boundaries, they will experience higher job satisfaction 
and lower work-family conflict and burnout. However, when being connected to 
job matters causes individuals to be less able to manage their boundaries efficiently, 
the resultant perceived loss of control will affect well-being outcomes negatively. 
Third, how do the relationships between job connectedness and perceived 
control over boundaries differ based on individuals’ actions and preferences? I will 
answer this question by examining the moderating effects of voluntariness, 
integration preference, and job crafting on the relationships between job 
connectedness and psychological control over work-life balance. I examine job 
crafting as a possible strategy individuals utilize to manage their work and personal 
boundaries, while attaching meaningfulness to what they do. I suggest that 
individuals who engage in job crafting will alter their job boundaries to have the 
desired level of job connectedness depending on the situation. For instance, where 
interacting with others through communication technologies facilitates individuals’ 
attainment of meaningful work-related goals, job connectedness will be high. 
However, when tasks are less meaningful, individuals will tend to control the 
amount of connectedness they have with work-related matters, especially in their 
personal domains. In addition, individuals who prefer to integrate their work and 
nonwork roles will engage in higher job connectedness, compared to individuals 
who prefer to have separate boundaries for each role. When individuals are able to 
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adjust the level of connectedness they have to job matters through communication 
technologies according to their integration or segmentation preferences, they tend 
to experience positive well-being outcomes. 
Fourth, can job connectedness impact the same individual differently in 
different circumstances? In my dissertation, I will examine how job connectedness 
impacts individuals based on their daily experiences. For example, on days where 
job connectedness is demanded of the individual as opposed to the situation in 
which it can be engaged in voluntarily, the individual will experience negative well-
being. On the other hand, if the level of job connectedness allows the individual to 
juggle work and family duties efficiently on that day, then positive well-being 
outcomes will result. I intend to answer my fourth research question by employing 
experience sampling methodology (ESM) to measure within-individual differences 
and examine level 1 relationships between job connectedness, psychological 





In order to test my research questions, I will proceed as follows. First, I will 
review the empirical and theoretical literature relevant to my research questions. 
Second, I will develop a model describing the mechanisms that link job 
connectedness to its antecedents and outcomes. Third, I will describe the design of 
the study that I use to empirically test my hypotheses, including the study 
procedure, measures, and analytical tools. Finally, I will discuss the theoretical and 
practical implications of my research, including limitations and directions for future 
research. 
Contributions 
The contributions of my research are three-fold. First, I introduce the 
construct of job connectedness to reflect the “digitally tied” nature of today’s 
workers, who remain connected to work matters beyond the physical realm of the 
office through advancements in communication technologies. Although individuals 
engaging in job connectedness gain control over their job as they are able to choose 
where and when they work, they tend to lose control over their personal lives as 
they may be disrupted with work-related emails and phone calls during non-
working hours. This expands our understanding on work-family role integration 
(WF integration). Employees who have high levels of WF integration tend to have 
blurred boundaries between their work and family roles (Desrochers, Hilton, & 
Larwood, 2005; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006), while those who have low 
levels of WF integration tend to keep work and family domains separate (Ashforth 
et al., 2000; Kreiner, 2006). Examining individual levels of job connectedness 
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extends literature on WF integration as it makes the work-family boundary 
management theory more complete by including an additional dimension of 
connectivity. I also contribute to the literature by developing and establishing a 
scale measuring job connectedness. 
Second, I expand boundary management theory as I examine psychological 
control over work-life balance as a mediator to account for why job connectedness 
can lead to positive or negative outcomes. Individuals have different perceptions of 
what they define as “work-life balance,” as some individuals may prefer to have 
more of their work matters integrated in their personal lives than others (Reiter, 
2007). Even within individuals, there are variations in integration preferences. 
Individuals may prefer to have higher integration of work and personal lives on 
some days, while choosing to keep these boundaries separate on other days. 
Depending on individuals’ boundary management strategies, being connected to 
job matters digitally can improve or worsen levels of control individuals have in 
achieving their work-life balance. Individuals exert greater control when they 
choose to connect with others, but may also lose some control when they are the 
ones whom others choose to connect with.  
Little research has been conducted examining this tension that job-
connected employees face, as individuals may find difficulty in finding a balance 
between gaining control of their job and losing control of their personal boundaries. 
Individuals who manage to control their boundaries may experience greater well-
being, but those who insist on keeping their domains separate may face penalties in 
terms of career promotions and appraisals (Glass, 2004). Yet, allowing work 
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matters to permeate personal boundaries can lead to burnout and lower well-being 
(Ashforth et al., 2000). My research aims to disentangle these psychological 
processes as I examine the mediating mechanism that helps explain why 
engagement in the same behavior (job connectedness) can lead to different effects. 
Finally, I test relationships between job connectedness and its antecedents 
and outcomes using experience sampling methodology (ESM), capturing 
individuals’ daily work behaviors. ESM involves asking individuals to respond to 
survey items at several intervals in a day for multiple days. By examining job 
connectedness and psychological control over work-life balance using such an 
episodic lens daily, this research better reflects daily realities as I attempt to 
measure state motivations and behaviors more accurately (Beal, Weiss, Barros, & 
MacDermid, 2005). Compared to other techniques such as the daily reconstruction 
method, ESM poses an advantage in that results do not depend on individuals’ 
recollections which may bias responses (Moneta, 2012). ESM is able to account for 
daily dependencies and can provide us with a clearer picture of the virtual work 






As job connectedness is a newly introduced construct, I refer to research in 
related fields of flexible work, and using technology for work, to conduct the 
literature review on job connectedness. My findings suggest that motivations to 
engage in job connectedness fall under three general themes: (i) individual 
motivation to use technology, (ii) person-environment fit, and (iii) leadership. As 
job connectedness involves being connected to work matters and the organization 
virtually from a remote location, research on remote work and virtual work 
arrangements is also integrated in this review. 
 
Flexible Work 
Flexible work refers to emergent work forms that differ from traditional 
work on various dimensions, such as when, where, and how the work is 
accomplished, as well as the basis for relationships between workers and 
organizations (Baltes, Briggs, Huff, Wright, & Neuman, 1999). Firms which adopt 
flexible work policies typically have “flextime” or “flexplace” arrangements, where 
employees are allowed to either determine their working hours, working location 
(e.g., at home), or both (Shockley & Allen, 2007). Assisted by technological 
devices and innovations, employees can be physically dispersed, while performing 
their work-related tasks using devices such as laptops, PDAs, and smart phones 
(Bailey & Kurland, 2002; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Golden & Fromen, 2011). 
While individuals may engage in work offline, that is, to perform tasks away from 
the office without being connected to the internet, they can also perform work that 
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is online, which takes advantage of the communications infrastructure for work-
related purposes. For example, employees may respond to supervisors’ queries 
through email, respond to work matters via the phone, or keep up to date with work 
issues by reading relevant news and articles on the Web. Employees can also use 
virtual private networks (VPN) to connect to the corporate network and have 
remote access to the office computer. Attending meetings through webinar sessions 
from home also constitutes work as employees have to be physically and 
cognitively engaged in job matters. I refer to these “online work behaviors” as job 
connectedness. 
Depending on individual firms’ policies, flexible work can take multiple 
forms. Employees can work from home, from work-related places (e.g., a 
conference venue), or even from a coffee shop. Employees can also control their 
time allocation for work, as long as they meet the required deadlines. A 
consequence of some flexible work arrangements, however, is that employees lose 
control of the timing that they work, as they may have to perform some tasks during 
unconventional hours. For instance, they may be involved in a conference call in a 
different time zone, they may schedule clients Monday through Thursday and catch 
up on work from a remote location on Fridays, or they may engage in work-related 
matters on vacation (Sheridan, 2012). 
The ambiguity of flexible work practices can lead to both positive and 
negative outcomes (e.g. Kossek, Lautsch, & Eaton, 2006; Leslie, Manchester, Park, 
& Mehng, 2012). On one hand, when working hours are not clearly defined, 
employees have the freedom to choose their working hours and exert control over 
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their working conditions (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Kossek et al., 2006). 
Indeed, this increase in perceived autonomy and job control explain why flexible 
work is positively associated with job satisfaction and performance, and is 
negatively associated with stress and burnout (Loher, Noe, Moeller, & Fitzgerald, 
1985; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). On the other hand, flexible working hours can 
lead to a loss of control to employees. While they may have autonomy regarding 
their own working hours, increased connectivity among individuals allows 
employees to be more susceptible to work-related disruptions from others 
(Middleton, 2008).  
There is a need for scholars to critically examine job connectedness in the 
realm of flexible work for several reasons. First, flexibility is key in attracting and 
retaining the best people (Blair-Loy & Wharton, 2002). According to a 2010 survey 
of 479 global high-level executives, flexibility was rated as the job feature that was 
most valued among top talent, followed by trust and open communication, and 
meaningfulness of their work. In a survey by Society for Human Resource 
Management (SHRM) (2009), 91% of HR professionals believed that 
implementation of flexible work arrangements had a positive impact on job 
satisfaction and engagement, while 89% of them believed that flexible work 
arrangements help retain top performers. As the two biggest challenges facing HR 
involve not only attracting the best talent, but also retaining them (SHRM, 2010), 
promoting flexibility and providing support for job connectedness can help 




Antecedents of Using Technology in Flexible Work Arrangements 
Individual motivation to use technology 
 While some companies have explicit flexible work policies which allow 
employees to use technology to remain connected with work matters, not all 
employees exercise that option (Kossek et al., 2006). Several factors can affect 
individuals’ engagement in job connectedness. These factors range from 
individuals’ motivation to use technology, person-environment suitability, and 
leadership.  
As noted by several scholars, in some instances, individuals have low 
behavioral intentions to use technology to work. Venkatesh and Speier (2000) 
suggested that employees can be motivated to use technology for work when they 
receive certain methods of technology training. One method is embedding fantasy 
into training by incorporating game-play or fantasy role-play into the training 
scenario. This method increases individuals’ intrinsic motivation to learn how to 
use technology for work, as opposed to traditional training methods that only 
emphasize on knowledge transfer. According to their field study among 60 business 
professionals who were familiar with electronic mail, individuals who received 
game-based training were found to have significantly higher levels of intrinsic 
motivation (M = 6.1, SD = 0.6) compared to those who received traditional training 
(M = 4.1, SD = 0.9), and subsequently had higher behavioral intention to use the 






 Apart from low motivations to use technology, several scholars posit that 
certain types of fit have to be achieved to make flexible work arrangements 
effective. For example, Maruping and Agarwal (2004) borrowed task-technology 
fit and media synchronicity theory to identify the functionalities of ICT devices and 
the types of tasks that these functionalities would match. Task-technology fit refers 
to the extent to which a technology assists an individual in performing his or her 
tasks (Goodhue & Thompson, 1995). Media synchronicity theory postulates that 
communications are most effective when capabilities of the medium match the 
requirements of the communications (Dennis, Fuller, & Valacich, 1999).  
By examining different aspects of media synchronicity theory (immediacy 
of feedback, symbol variety, parallelism, rehearsability, and reprocessability), and 
different types of interpersonal tasks (conflict management, confidence building, 
and affect management), Maruping and Agarwal (2004) proposed that individuals 
who match the functionalities of the technological devices with the types of tasks 
will be more successful in performing these tasks. For instance, conflict 
management at early virtual team developmental stages was proposed to be more 
effective if individuals use devices that are high in feedback and symbol variety1, 
and low in parallelism2 (e.g., telephone), as team members in the early stages 
require nonverbal cues and conflict management in the early stages should be 
                                                          
1 Symbol variety refers to the availability of multiple cues and language variety that are supported by the 
medium (Dennis & Valacich, 1999). 
2 Parallelism refers to the possibility that the communication medium permits multiple simultaneous 




restricted to dyads. On the other hand, the task of conflict management at a later 
stage is better performed through a medium which is low in feedback, symbol 
variety and parallelism as team members have already established trust and norms. 
Other than matching the technology to the nature of tasks that individuals 
have to execute, job connectedness also tends to be more successful when there is 
a match between an individual’s characteristics (e.g., values) and those of the 
organization (e.g., organizational values and policies) (Shin, 2004). For example, 
the organization can provide resources and forms of support to facilitate employees’ 
engagement in job connectedness; yet, such arrangements lead to more positive 
outcomes when employees themselves have matching characteristics for such 
working arrangements.  
Haines, St-Onge, and Archambault (2002) examined the antecedents of 
telecommuting and found both environmental factors, such as supervisor and 
technical support, and person characteristics, such as low affiliation motivation and 
high self-management orientations, to be significant predictors of telecommuting 
success. Telecommuting success was measured on several dimensions such as 
respondents’ satisfaction with the telecommuting arrangement, and whether they 
have experienced a positive or negative change since they had begun 
telecommuting. At this juncture it is important to note that in their study with 153 
employees working at a high-tech organization, Haines and colleagues (2002) 
found that the person-environment fit accounted for higher variance of 
telecommuting success, as individual characteristics moderated the relationships 
between environmental factors and working virtually. Individuals who had high 
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self-management orientations were more satisfied and productive with their work 
arrangements, whereas individuals who had high affiliation motivation (and thus 
valued face-to-face interactions) were less likely to perceive telecommuting as 
positive even with the environmental factors present. 
Shin’s (2004) theoretical paper highlighted the characteristics employees 
should have in order to attain high person-environment fit in organizations that have 
high virtuality. These characteristics include valuing autonomy (comfort with a flat 
structure in virtual organizations), flexibility (ability to adapt to frequent changes), 
diversity (acceptance of cultural dispersion), and time management skills 
(effectively managing boundaries between work and personal lives). In addition, 
individuals aiming to achieve person-environment fit in a virtual organization 
should have effective communication skills as well as computer literacy. 
Individuals’ willingness to trust and trustworthiness were also cited to be 
characteristics that would encourage person-environment fit (Shin, 2004). While 
Shin (2004) appears to position trust as a dispositional individual characteristic, 
studies have shown that trust can be built and established over time via certain 
mechanisms such as having frequent feedback, using the appropriate 
communication media, and supplementing virtual work arrangements with face-to-
face interactions (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999; Schneider-Borowicz, 2003). 
From an organizational theory perspective, Mayo, Pastor, Gomez-Mejia, 
and Cruz (2009) used the contingency theory to explain the fit needed between 
telecommuting and organizational and employee factors.  The authors hypothesized 
that organizational constraints (age and size of the firm), the international 
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composition of the workforce, and top executives’ leadership style will impact 
employees’ engagement in this form of virtual work. They tested their hypotheses 
using data from 122 CEOs of Spanish firms, and found that while age was not a 
significant predictor, remote work arrangements tended to fit better with smaller 
firms (β = -.169, p<.01) . With less bureaucracy present in smaller firms, such 
organizations can better handle the flexibility that accompanies virtual work. Also, 
with a smaller number of employees, it makes it more difficult for poor performers 
to go unnoticed, as employee behaviors are easier to monitor without the adoption 
of formal controls (Cardon & Stevens, 2004). The international composition of the 
workforce was positively associated with the adoption of virtual work arrangements 
as well (β = 2.65, p<.01), as advancements in technology allows for the 
coordination of highly skilled workers from a distance, gaining access to dispersed 
intellectual capital (Daniels, Lamond, & Standen, 2001; Sparrow & Daniels, 1999).  
 
Leadership 
It was further proposed by Mayo and colleagues (2009) that the leadership 
style from the top executives, in particular contingent reward leadership, will 
moderate these relationships, where the engagement of remote work using 
communication technologies will be higher when firms are young, small, and 
highly international. Contingent reward leadership is regarded as facilitative to 
engagement in virtual work as contingent reward leaders tend to empower 
employees to use their own discretion to achieve the most desirable outcomes for 
the organization, encouraging autonomy among employees for effective work 
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(Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). Also, as coordinating work among dispersed 
employees may be difficult, leaders are more effective when they are able to clarify 
requirements that are expected of individuals and set clear performance targets 
(Goodwin, Wofford, & Whittington, 2001). Leaders who pay close attention to 
performance outcomes and tie rewards to these outcomes can be more confident 
that employees are motivated to perform (Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995). In the 
study by Bycio and colleagues (1995), contingent reward leadership was found to 
moderate the relationships for young (β = -1.62, p<.01) and international (β = 3.44, 
p<.01) firms. 
In their study with thirteen virtual teams, Tyran and colleagues (2003) found 
that in flat and self-managed virtual teams, leaders who emerged not only displayed 
contingent reward behavior, but also behaviors characteristic of transformational 
leadership. They were not only effective in taking initiative, assigning tasks, 
coordinating team member efforts, and setting performance study, but also 
developed a strategic vision while encouraging followers to achieve goals that were 
associated with the vision (Tyran, Tyran, & Shephard, 2003).  
Shamir (1999) identified the basic dilemma present in leadership with 
regards to job connectedness and virtual work. On one hand, the high levels of 
autonomy and flexibility that result from engagement in virtual work tend to call 
for leadership styles which lean toward greater participation and equality. On the 
other hand, the weakening of the bureaucratic systems means that strong traditional 
leadership is important in providing control and coordination to virtual work 
arrangements. As research found various leadership styles to be effective in 
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different virtual work settings (e.g., contingent reward, emergent, transformational) 
(Peters & Den Dulk, 2003), several scholars propose that the situational leadership 
model could be useful in understanding the paradigm of virtual work and job 
connectedness, where leaders are able to (i) diagnose the situation they are 
attempting to influence, (ii) adapt their behavior to the contingencies of the 
situation, and (iii) effectively communicate their message, goals, and vision 
(Farmer, 2005; Gibson, Blackwell, Dominicis, & Demerath, 2002). In addition, 
virtual teams perform better when trust is high among team members, and leaders 






 Other than allowing employees to engage in work when and where they 
choose to, flexible work arrangements also allow individuals to communicate and 
remain connected remotely. This is beneficial for employees as they are able to 
continue performing their work roles efficiently despite being physically absent 
(Kossek et al., 2006). Individuals are able to interact with external parties (e.g., 
clients) for work-related matters while having full access to internal company 
resources or relevant data. However, the connectedness that facilitates individuals 
in their work can also be a source of additional work demand when work matters 
disrupt individuals’ personal domains (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Indeed, there 
are few objects that receive responses as ambivalent as communication devices do 
(Schlosser, 2002), as the same device (e.g., a smart phone) can be viewed as both 
helpful and dreadful to employees (Middleton, 2008).  
I define job connectedness as the extent to which individuals remain 
connected to job matters via communication technologies from a location other than 
the central or primary workplace. Job connectedness can be voluntary or 
involuntary in nature, or a mix of the two. For example, individuals can (i) check 
and respond to their work emails voluntarily, during working hours designated by 
themselves, (ii) be obligated to respond to work-related calls and emails deemed 
urgent, or (iii) respond to work matters willingly, even during their designated free 
time. Individuals could also remain constantly connected out of habit, where there 
is some sort of obsession to keep checking emails and call histories on their 
computers and mobile phones. While the behaviors listed above primarily examine 
40 
 
communication behaviors, this list is not exhaustive. Employees can also be 
connected by using VPN technology, uploading and downloading documents from 
internal shared drives and folders, or be connected through other means of person-
to-person sharing innovations such as Dropbox and SkyDrive.  
Where work arrangements include flexible working hours, there may be 
higher levels of job connectedness at unconventional hours (e.g., at 11pm). In 
addition, with co-workers and supervisors practicing flexible working hours 
individually, employees may not be able to know for certain when they will receive 
a reply to their query, and may thus be motivated to check their inboxes at random 
intervals (Schlosser, 2002). For urgent matters or when answers are needed 
instantly, individuals are typically contacted through more immediate means such 
as a phone call or an instant message. Individuals whose jobs involve interactions 
with external parties for work-related matters (e.g., consultants who communicate 
frequently with their clients) also tend to engage in job connectedness. Other than 
emails and functions facilitated by the mobile phone (phone calls, short messaging 
service, and instant messaging (e.g., WhatsApp, Viber, etc.)), employees can 
remain connected to work matters using other innovations as highlighted 
previously.  
For job connectedness to occur, all three of the following elements must be 
present. First, individuals are connected for job-related matters. Using 
communication technologies for personal or social activities such as personal phone 
calls, browsing through social media websites such as Facebook, and checking 
personal emails, do not fall under the conceptualization of job connectedness. 
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Second, individuals should be connected from a remote location away from the 
workplace. Job connectedness can occur at home, when commuting, or in other 
places individuals are currently in, such as a hotel room, a coffee shop, or a 
conference venue. Being physically in the office, despite regularly checking and 
sending emails, does not constitute job connectedness. Even when employees are 
on personal leave but still decide to come to the office, this behavior does not fall 
under the behavior of job connectedness. Third, communication technologies are 
used. These include devices such as the mobile or smart phone, laptops, and tablets, 
and are complemented by innovations such as email, instant messaging, and video 
conferencing. Face to face meetings with clients (despite being done in a remote 
location), for example, is not considered to fall under the definition of job 
connectedness. 
Job connectedness can occur within stipulated working hours or beyond 
working hours. This makes job connectedness distinct from formal work 
arrangements such as telecommuting (where working hours are typically defined 
and employees work remotely within those hours) or informal work arrangements 
such as supplemental work (where employees work extra hours to perform job-
related tasks). In addition, when the remote location is part of the work itself, (e.g., 
meeting clients, attending to conference matters at conference venues, etc.), such 
situations do not constitute job connectedness as individuals generally do not have 
to connect back to the headquarters, central workplace, or other colleagues in order 
to perform their work. They are physically working in a remote location as opposed 
to being connected virtually. However, when an individual is on the way to a 
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meeting, for example, and sends a work-related email, job connectedness occurs. 
Another instance is when an individual communicates back to the central workplace 
during a conference (and at that moment does not engage in conference activities); 
job connectedness exists in this case. 
Job connectedness is also measured as an objective behavior free of 
volitional valence. Whether one is connected to work matters voluntarily or 
involuntarily is not captured in the conceptualization of this construct. Admittedly, 
whether an individual checks his or her work email voluntarily or answers a work-
related phone call involuntarily affects the direction of well-being outcomes. While 
I do not differentiate between the nature of job connectedness in measuring this 
behavior, I take individual motivations into account when testing the proposed 
research model.  
Daily levels of job connectedness may vary, depending on factors such as 
the level of urgency of the work task, nonwork role obligations which hinder 
individuals’ ability to remain connected to work matters, and individual emotional 
states. Yet, I propose that we can examine a relatively stable dispositional construct 
– integration preference – to understand and predict individual levels of job 
connectedness. My research focuses not only on the antecedents of job 
connectedness, but also on the person-environment fit between individual 
integration preferences and levels of job connectedness. In particular, I examine 
how the alignment between these two variables affects individual levels of 




Integration of work matters into personal lives through job connectedness 
has received mixed responses. While the ability to have access to work information 
from remote locations is helpful in accomplishing work tasks, the permeability of 
work matters into personal boundaries is not perceived positively by all. As 
expounded in later sections of my dissertation, I aim to contribute to the literature 
by explaining the different effects of job connectedness through a nomological 






Boundary Management Theory 
 Because there are conflicting findings and perspectives on the perceived 
favorability of job connectedness, I refer to the theoretical framework of boundary 
management to address research gaps in literature. I posit that depending on 
individuals’ boundary management preferences, and their perceived boundary 
management abilities, job connectedness can lead to either positive or negative 
well-being outcomes. In particular, when individuals perceive that job 
connectedness facilitates their ability to control their work-life boundaries in 
accordance to their preferences, it will lead to higher job satisfaction and lower 
work-family conflict and burnout. However, when being connected to the job 
causes individuals to perceive losing control over their work-life boundaries, it will 
negatively impact their well-being outcomes.  
Boundary theory proposes that individuals develop boundaries between 
their work and personal lives by integrating and/or segmenting the domains (Hall 
& Richter, 1988). It is based on the idea that individuals hold multiple important 
roles across different domains, and navigate their boundaries by making transitions 
between their roles held within and between domains (Ashforth et al., 2000; Barnett 
& Baruch, 1985; Bulger, Matthews, & Hoffman, 2007). As the conflict between 
work and family roles represents one of the leading causes of occupational stress in 
the United States (Sauter, Murphy, & Hurrell, 1990), there is scholarly interest in 
examining how individuals manage their work and nonwork interfaces. 
Researchers propose that in an attempt to balance multiple roles, individuals 
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actively construct and maintain boundaries around their work and personal life 
through the processes of integration and/or segmentation (Nippert-Eng, 1996). 
Strong boundaries are created to maintain work and personal domains separate, 
while weak boundaries are set up to facilitate ease of interaction between domains 
(Clark, 2000). 
 It is important to note that boundary strength has two properties – 
permeability and flexibility. A boundary is deemed permeable if elements from one 
domain are easily found in the other domain (Ashforth et al., 2000). According to 
Clark (2000), boundary permeability relates to being physically located in one 
domain, but behaviorally responding to the other domain. For instance, when 
individuals attend to work matters at home, or respond to family issues while at 
work, his boundaries have high permeability. Flexibility refers to the situation 
where the boundary of one domain could be altered to meet the demands of the 
other domain (Ashforth et al., 2000). A work boundary is flexible if an employee 
perceives that he or she could leave the workplace to attend to a family matter. 
Likewise, the personal domain is flexible if an individual perceives that he or she 
could leave a social event to attend a business meeting. Flexibility of a boundary 
depends on both an individual’s willingness, as well as ability, to leave one domain 
to attend to matters of the other domain. In other words, flexibility is contingent on 
factors both within and outside of the individual’s control. High permeability and 
flexibility signal that the boundary is weak, and individuals’ transitions between 
these domains are more likely to be seamless. 
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 Another important dimension of boundary theory is directionality (Ashforth 
et al., 2000). Work matters can permeate to nonwork domains, and vice versa. At 
this juncture, it is useful to note that individuals may have different preferences on 
how permeable and flexible each of their boundaries are, and thus have different 
preferences on the directionality that elements of one domain can be present in the 
other domain. For example, an employee may have high boundary strength within 
their work domain, but low boundary strength within their personal domain. 
Nonwork issues (e.g., spousal conflict) are not allowed to enter the work domain 
when that individual is engaged in work at the office, but he or she may readily 
attend to work matters when at home. In this instance, work-related matters are 
allowed to enter in the direction of the nonwork domain, but not vice versa. 
Individuals hence utilize different integration or segmentation techniques in 
different domains, according to their preferences. 
Integration refers to when individuals make no distinction between their 
work and personal domains as they maintain work and personal life as freely 
interacting domains. There is high permeability and high flexibility of domain 
boundaries. Segmentation, on the other hand, refers to when individuals keep work 
and personal domains strictly separate. Individuals allocate a certain time and space 
for matters relating to each domain, and do not allow elements of one domain to 
penetrate the other. For individuals with high segmentation preferences, 
permeability and flexibility of domain boundaries are low (Ashforth et al., 2000).  
Integration and segmentation exist on a continuum, ranging from high 
integration to high segmentation (Bulger et al., 2007). For the purpose of this paper, 
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high integration refers to low segmentation, and the hypotheses will be constructed 
as such to reflect only integration preference. Individuals have different preferences 
with respect to the extent of their role integration, and this relates to their role 
identification (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). When an individual identifies 
his or her job to be their primary role, that individual will manage their boundaries 
accordingly to accommodate to the demands of that role. When the family role is 
perceived to be the primary role, that individual will tend to integrate that role (e.g., 
spouse, mother, father, etc.) into his or her work domain, while keeping work issues 
out of the family domain.  
I propose that individuals’ integration preference impacts the relationship 
between job connectedness and its outcomes. For individuals with high integration 
preference, being connected to job matters remotely is perceived favorably as 
individuals are allowed to integrate their work roles into their personal domain, 
attending to work matters behaviorally when they are physically in another domain. 
As a result, they tend to have higher control over their desired level of work-life 
balance, thus experience higher levels of well-being. This proposed relationship 





Proposed Model and Hypothesis Development 
 The present model aims to accomplish the following objectives. First, I 
develop a nomological network of job connectedness, examining its antecedents 
and outcomes. Second, based on boundary management theory, I examine how 
psychological control over one’s work-life balance can affect outcomes associated 
with job connectedness. Boundary management theory postulates that individuals 
actively enact and maintain boundaries to enable a given level of flexibility and 
permeability of their various domains. Job connectedness can affect individual 
perceptions of their work-life balance differently. On one hand, it can enable 
individuals to better maintain their boundaries, as they have control over work 
matters even at home. On the other hand, being connected can cause them to lose 
control over their ideal work-life balance as issues related to work creep into their 
personal boundaries. Third, I examine trait characteristics that can moderate the 
relationship between job connectedness and psychological control over work-life 
balance, extending research on work-family integration and job crafting, as I 
examine how these variables interact with connectivity among employees. 
 
======================================= 





Antecedents of Job Connectedness 
As antecedents such as leadership, trust, and person-environment fit have 
been well-researched in their connection with virtual work, they are not included in 
the proposed nomological network of job connectedness. Rather, I focus on the 
following four antecedents: role autonomy, role interdependence, integration 
supplies, and perceived importance of face time. The proposed causal mechanism 
between these variables and job connectedness are expanded below. 
 
Role autonomy 
 Role autonomy refers to the degree of freedom and independence 
individuals possess in making job-related decisions, such as determining the time 
and place the job is conducted, as well as the methods, pace, and effort to 
accomplish work (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; 1980). Individuals who take 
advantage of flexible work arrangements generally have increased levels of 
autonomy as they are able to engage in work-related matters according to self-
determined procedures. To keep themselves up-to-date with work tasks and other 
matters, these individuals will tend to remain connected with their jobs using 
communication technologies. They are able to perform work-related tasks 
according to their own schedules, but still communicate with colleagues, 
supervisors, as well as external parties to exchange relevant information. 
 Furthermore, compared to occupations which entail time and space 
constraints (e.g., cashiers, librarians, etc.), individuals in occupations which are 
more autonomous are able to better utilize flexible work arrangements and the 
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communications infrastructure to remain connected to work-related matters 
remotely. Job roles which have high levels of autonomy include knowledge 
workers, entrepreneurs, and high management roles, where individuals have few 
spatial and temporal constraints (Ilies, Wilson, & Wagner, 2009). These individuals 
are able to have flexible and permeable boundaries, attending to job matters at 
practically any time they wish, and engage in job connectedness away from the 
central work location. Thus, I posit the following: 
H1a: Role autonomy is positively associated with job connectedness. 
 Although possessing high autonomy gives individuals increased 
opportunities to work from a remote location according to their own schedule, 
individuals with high segmentation preference will tend to enact and maintain 
boundaries with low flexibility and permeability (Ashforth et al., 2000). For 
instance, an entrepreneur may have high role autonomy but still prefers to commute 
to a central location, accomplish tasks and communicate with internal and external 
parties within defined working hours, and clear his or her mind of work issues when 
he or she is at home with the family. Therefore, segmentation or integration 
preferences are important to take into account when predicting engagement in job 
connectedness. 
In particular, individuals with high integration preferences are more likely 
to take advantage of communication technologies to conduct work tasks and attend 
to work-related matters when at home or at any other venue. As they can be 
physically in one boundary, but behaviorally respond to another boundary, 
individuals with high integration preference are able to maximize their autonomy 
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by remaining connected with job-related matters from their current location, at 
moments when they are motivated to engage in work matters. As such, individuals 
with high autonomy will engage in higher levels of job connectedness when they 
have high integration (and thus low segmentation) preference. Therefore, the 
following is put forth: 
H1b: Integration preference moderates the relationship between role 
autonomy and job connectedness, such that the positive relationship is 
stronger when integration preference is high than when it is low. 
 
Role interdependence 
 Although role interdependence appears to be related to role autonomy, in 
that it seems to be at the opposite end of the continuum, scholars have established 
that interdependence and autonomy are distinct constructs. Autonomy refers to 
individuals’ ability to control and make job-related decisions. Interdependence, 
however, refers to reciprocal interactions with others in a social context to 
accomplish work goals (Kiggundu, 1981; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). An 
individual’s role may be interdependent in that he or she may require information 
from peers to conduct work tasks, or may be required to provide knowledge or 
information to others. Yet, that individual can continue to have autonomy in that 
job role as the procedures, pace, and efforts exerted for work are self-determined.  
While there may be deadlines for information exchanges and individuals 
may have to alter their own work schedules to meet those deadlines in situations of 
high role interdependence, role interdependence and role autonomy remain as 
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mutually exclusive constructs as they exist in different contexts. Interdependence 
reflects a core aspect of the social context at work, whereas autonomy is a job factor 
that represents a feature of the task context (Dierdorff & Morgeson, 2007). As 
opposed to role autonomy, the drive behind the relationship between role 
interdependence and job connectedness is not the increased opportunities for 
flexible work, but rather, job connectedness is high when individuals have to 
interact with one another frequently to accomplish work tasks together.  
Teams of knowledge workers typically require constant streams of 
information to gain knowledge about complex task demands (Janz, Colquitt, & 
Noe, 1997). They also require frequent feedback to deal with uncertain and 
evolving goals. Communication devices make it possible for the transmission of 
information to be very quick, if not immediate. Information that is deemed 
important and urgent is sought from the relevant individuals without regard to 
temporal and spatial limitations. Individuals can be contacted beyond traditional 
working hours, even when they are no longer physically in the office.  
In addition, members of teams with high levels of interdependence tend to 
display more helping behaviors toward each other (Bachrach, Powell, Collins, & 
Richey, 2006; Van der Vegt, & Van der Vliert, 2005). Greater interdependence 
makes cooperative behaviors such as mutual helping and information sharing 
important in completing work tasks (Wageman, 1995). It also increases members’ 
expectations of help and information sharing from others (Spilerman, 1971). As 
such, individuals with high role interdependence are generally willing to remain 
connected to their colleagues and work matters, and assist others with work-related 
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queries beyond their prescribed roles. For teams that are physically dispersed, being 
connected to one another virtually is also a means to strengthen relational ties to 
perform group tasks more effectively. As such, I arrive at the following: 
H2: Role interdependence is positively related to job connectedness. 
 
Integration supplies 
 Integration supplies refer to the conditions and resources supplied by the 
organization to facilitate desired levels of integration (Kreiner, 2006). Employees’ 
usage of technologies to remain connected to work-related matters remotely largely 
depends on the integration supplies provided by the organization. These supplies 
come in the form of availability of resources and HR policies with regards to 
utilization of communication devices for work (Rothbard, Phillips, & Dumas, 
2005).  
Organizations vary in the degree that they supply the conditions and 
resources that enable a certain level of integration or segregation (Kreiner, 2006). 
An organization that provides integration supplies would encourage employees to 
use communication devices to remain connected to work and be available at nights 
on weekends as they are encouraged to make micro transitions to their work roles 
within their personal boundaries. Mandatory cell phone wearing is a more 
aggressive form of promoting home and work integration. On-site day care is 
another example of an organization promoting work-family integration and 
providing integration supplies. Conversely, an organization can provide 
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segmentation supplies by having clearly articulated work hours and discouraging 
work-related phone calls at home (Kreiner, 2006). 
 Provision of integration supplies positively impacts job connectedness 
behaviors as individuals are able to remain contactable beyond the physical and 
temporal boundaries of the traditional working environment. When an organization 
provides employees with resources such as work phones, subsidies for mobile 
phone bills, loaned laptops, and flexible working hours, employees are empowered 
to perform work-related matters according to their self-determined schedules from 
a remote location. Despite their physical absence from the workplace, employees 
can remain digitally tied to work using the integration supplies provided by the 
organization.  
In addition to being able to access relevant company information through 
virtual portals and to communicate with other colleagues, individuals are also 
connected in the sense that they are contactable and available for work during 
unconventional working hours in their personal domains, as work and personal 
boundaries become more flexible and permeable (Ashforth et al., 2000). The more 
integration supplies provided, the more likely individuals will engage in job 
connectedness. Therefore, I put forth the following: 
H3: Integration supplies are positively related with job connectedness. 
 
Perceived importance of face time 
Face time refers to the amount of time an individual is physically present in 
the workplace (Elsbach, Cable, & Sherman, 2010). Individuals in organizational 
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cultures which value face time tend to receive advantages by being present in the 
office, punctual to work, and physically available to attend to queries by colleagues 
and supervisors (Shockley & Allen, 2010). Physically present individuals in this 
case are generally considered for promotion over those who tend to be away from 
the office, due to their increased visibility (Olson, 1983).  
Indeed, traditional research on remote work and telecommuting cited lower 
career prospects as a concern among employees who are physically isolated 
(Austin, 1993; Cooper & Kurland, 2002; Yap & Tng, 1990). However, findings 
from considerable empirical research suggest that this concern is unfounded, as 
remote working arrangements did not significantly impact career advancement 
prospects nor did they affect job performance evaluations (Gajendran & Harrison, 
2007; McCloskey & Igbaria, 2003). Nonetheless, individuals who tend to be 
physically absent do perceive themselves to be receiving less respect and also tend 
to report lower organizational identification (Bartel, Wrzesniewski, & Wiesenfeld, 
2012). 
Individuals’ job connectedness behaviors are linked to how their career 
prospects will be affected by their physical absence from the workplace. 
Organizations which place high importance on physical presence and visibility for 
career promotion will tend to evaluate individuals with high job connectedness (and 
low face time) negatively. This culture discourages individuals from using 
communication tools to remain connected to work matters remotely, even when 
there are explicit policies allowing them to do so (Eaton, 2003; Kossek et al., 2006). 
Instead, the informal culture of high perceived importance of face time will foster 
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being physically present at work during traditional working hours, decreasing 
opportunities for job connectedness. Admittedly, an individual can be both 
physically present in the office during regular work hours, while remaining 
connected to job matters at nights and on weekends. However, under the 
assumption that employees can only work a finite number of hours in the day 
productively, I argue that high amounts of face time reduce individuals’ abilities to 
remain connected to work matters from a remote location. Hence, the following is 
proposed: 






Moderators of Job Connectedness 
Voluntariness 
 Whether individuals perceive a sense of increased control over their work-
life boundaries, or a sense of loss of this type of control, depends on the nature of 
the job connectedness behavior. Job connectedness that is more voluntary in nature 
will tend to lead to positive outcomes, because connecting remotely to job matters 
out of choice allows individuals to tailor their daily schedules to fit their work and 
personal obligations. Connecting to work through emails while commuting to work, 
for example, can allow individuals to have a head start to tackling their work 
demands, who are subsequently able to plan how they would carry out their 
personal errands. This allows individuals to have increased control of their 
boundaries and can better determine how they will achieve their ideal level of work 
and life balance. Individuals who are connected out of necessity, however, will tend 
to feel added pressure and may experience a loss of control of their boundaries. An 
example is when individuals feel compelled to connect to work matters when they 
are engaging in social activities, unable to achieve the work-life balance according 
to their preferences. Thus, I arrive at the following hypotheses: 
H5: Voluntariness moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and psychological control over work-life balance, such that the relationship 






 Job connectedness brings benefits to individuals who value flexibility and 
autonomy over how and when their work goals are accomplished. Flexible work 
arrangements have also been found to be more popular among employees who 
value time at home, such as mothers of newborns and individuals who have long 
commutes to their workplace (Glass, 2004; Yap & Tng, 1990). Yet, because being 
connected to work can interfere with individuals’ personal domains, some 
individuals may prefer to have lower flexibility and autonomy in their jobs if they 
can keep their work and personal boundaries separate. Such individuals, that is, 
those with high segmentation (low integration) preference, tend to engage in less 
job connectedness and disengage themselves from work outside of the workplace, 
even if the organization allows them to work remotely (Kossek et al., 2006). 
 Individuals who prefer to restrict their work life to the workplace are less 
likely to perform work-related tasks outside of the office, and are also less likely to 
respond to work-related emails and phone calls remotely. Furthermore, they tend 
to view work-related disruptions via communication technologies less favorably, 
as these disruptions are perceived as additional job demands (Olson-Buchanan & 
Boswell, 2006). However, individuals with higher integration preference are not 
only more open to receiving work-related queries from a remote location (e.g., at 
home), they also tend to favor flexible work arrangements which facilitate job 
connectedness. 
 Individuals vary on their need for flexibility and autonomy, as well as on 
their integration preferences. When the level of job connectedness is in line with 
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individuals’ integration preference, individuals are able to determine how their 
various roles are fulfilled, rendering them greater psychological control over their 
boundaries. For instance, individuals who engage in low levels of job 
connectedness (both voluntarily, and also because the job does not require high 
levels of job connectedness) and have low integration preference will perceive that 
they have control over how they maintain their boundaries. The job demands do 
not spill over to their personal boundaries and having low levels of job 
connectedness keeps work and life boundaries separate – in accordance to their 
desired work-life balance. However, an individual with a low integration preference 
will perceive a loss of psychological control over their work-life balance when they 
have to be connected to job matters remotely, as work matters seep into their family 
and personal boundaries beyond their ideal level.  
The level of integration preference is dependent on external factors (e.g., 
having to take care of young children) and dispositional factors (e.g., a higher need 
for independence at the job). Individuals with high integration preference who 
engage in high levels of job connectedness are able to be connected to their work 
while fulfilling family and personal responsibilities. They are able to schedule for 
themselves work tasks as well as personal goals. In addition, as work and personal 
boundaries are highly flexible and permeable to them, being contacted during non-
working hours is not perceived as a major disruption or job demand. Individuals 
whose levels of job connectedness are in line with their integration preferences have 
higher psychological control over their boundaries as their work behaviors and 
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preferences are in accordance to their subjective perceptions of a work-life balance. 
Therefore, I postulate the following: 
H6: Integration preference moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and psychological control over work-life balance, such that 
the relationship is positive when integration preference is high, and negative 
when it is low. 
 
Job crafting 
Where flexible work arrangements are unstructured and ambiguous, 
individuals who are able to overcome that ambiguity tend to fare better in terms of 
work and well-being, as their resources are focused on their structured goals. When 
individuals decide for themselves what these goals are, and align them to their own 
identities, they tend to be more motivated to work as they are able to express 
themselves in what they do. Individuals create these goals via job crafting.  
Job crafting refers to the physical and cognitive changes individuals make 
in the task or relational boundaries (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting 
rests on the concept that individuals have latitude to define and enact boundaries, 
the meaning of work, and their own work identities, as they are not fully determined 
by job factors. It is a volitional behavior from individuals who seek to create 
meaning from their job roles as they align what they do for work with their personal 
values and beliefs. It is a process whereby individuals “draw and redraw the task 
and relational boundaries of a job to make it a more positive and meaningful 
experience” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 197). 
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 Job crafting has three dimensions – (i) changing task boundaries, (ii) 
changing cognitive boundaries, and (iii) changing relational boundaries. Crafting 
task boundaries involves altering factors associated with the job design, such as the 
type and number of tasks. Individuals can choose to place more focus on a certain 
type of task that intrigues them, or they can include extra-role tasks as in-role tasks. 
For instance, university research assistants may not only perform tasks that are 
officially assigned to them, but may take on mentoring roles to other students as 
they find meaning from helping others in research. Changing cognitive boundaries 
involves individuals reevaluating and reappraising their job roles (Wrzesniewski & 
Dutton, 2001). By altering one’s view of the job in accordance to one’s personal 
values, individuals consequently create a work identity they find meaningful. They 
reframe their roles and redefine the nature of their tasks, as they engage in the work 
they enjoy (Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010). Changing relational boundaries 
stem from the basic human need for connection to others (Baumeister & Leary, 
1995). Individuals who craft at their jobs, or “job crafters”, choose with whom they 
interact with, and alter the social environments in which they operate as they create 
a social context which is conducive and meaningful (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 
2001). 
 Job crafting has been found to have positive impacts on job satisfaction and 
proactive behavior (Berg et al., 2010). Motivation to craft a job becomes more 
likely when employees perceive that opportunities for job crafting exist 
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Namely, when individuals perceive that a sense 
of freedom or discretion exist in their current work arrangements, they will be more 
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motivated to make active changes to gain a sense of control. As the need for 
personal control is a basic human drive (Adler, 1930), employees are motivated to 
achieve that sense of autonomy when they are allowed to (Jackson & Dutton, 1988). 
In the context of job connectedness, individuals who wish to derive meaning from 
their work will regain control of their job boundaries via job crafting. When 
individuals decide for themselves what their task, cognitive, and relational 
boundaries are, they influence their psychological work processes. In particular, I 
put forward that job crafters will alter their job role boundaries to control their 
levels of job connectedness, and are thereby better able to achieve the level of work-
life balance that they prefer. 
 Individuals who craft at their jobs also affect their levels of job 
connectedness as they redefine the types of tasks they perform, and control whom 
they interact or connect with. From a boundary management perspective, 
individuals who engage in job crafting are able to better employ strategies to 
optimize integration (or separation) of work and family roles, as they gain control 
over their boundaries by reshaping and redefining them (Kossek et al., 2006). I 
expand the conceptualization of job crafting to not only include crafting of job 
boundaries, but to encompass crafting of personal boundaries as well. In integrating 
work and family roles, individuals who engage in job crafting not only strive to 
have a meaningful job, but also to have a meaningful life, as their core values drive 
career decisions, and vice versa (Hall, 2004). Individuals engage in task, relational, 
and cognitive crafting to influence the extent of connectedness they have to their 
jobs within their personal boundaries. 
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(i) Task crafting 
Existing literature on job crafting tends to focus on role expansion and the 
act of adding on tasks to make the job meaningful. Often, employees tend to expand 
their roles and take on broader responsibilities when they redefine their job as a 
“calling” (Berg, Grant, & Johnson, 2010; Grant & Hofmann, 2011). For instance, 
individuals who attach a greater purpose or meaning to their jobs tend to expand 
their work roles to include more prosocial elements into the focal role (Morgeson, 
Dierdorff, & Hmurovic, 2010). When employees perceive that the work they do 
has a purpose beyond its immediate tasks, e.g., when individuals perceive that they 
can help others through the execution of their tasks, they are more motivated to 
perform these tasks in pursuit of making a prosocial difference (Grant, 2007). 
Although scholars acknowledge that task crafting can include reducing the types 
and numbers of tasks that an individual performs (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), 
research tends to focus on job crafting behaviors that make individuals more 
productive instead of less (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2011). 
Although reducing the types and number of tasks is generally perceived as 
destructive or counterproductive work behavior (Spector & Fox, 2002), having 
control over stressful work tasks and reducing one’s engagement in them can 
improve employee well-being (Spector, 2002). Having high job connectedness and 
allowing work matters to intrude individuals’ personal lives can be a stressful 
situation. When employees are expected to be available for work-related queries at 
all times, they are unable to get detached from work. Furthermore, the anticipation 
that they may be contacted beyond their working hours may cause stress among 
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individuals as they remain cognitively occupied with issues related to work (Powell 
& Schlotz, 2012).  
I posit that while individuals who craft at their jobs may expand certain 
tasks to include elements that are meaningful to them, they will also tend to reduce 
stressful behaviors related to job connectedness. For example, employees who 
engage in job crafting can have lower job connectedness in that they choose to be 
unavailable for queries beyond certain work boundaries. Individuals could choose 
to limit their availability to co-workers to their self-determined working hours, or 
could prefer to check and respond to their emails only once or twice per day. 
Employees could also have a work phone that is switched off during their non-
working hours.  
However, where tasks are challenging, important, and meaningful, 
employees could engage in higher levels of job connectedness as they derive 
meaning from these tasks. Getting constant updates on an important and exciting 
project, for instance, would motivate individuals for work and increase their well-
being, even if they are connected to these job matters beyond their working hours. 
Importantly, individuals who engage in job crafting are able to define the period 
during which they are connected to work matters, gaining control over their 
boundaries, and allowing work matters to permeate their personal boundaries only 
when they want to. To this end, individuals could craft the nature of their tasks such 
that answering emails and phone calls beyond their defined working hours does not 
fall into their prescribed work role, unless these tasks are deemed important and 
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meaningful. In doing so, they are able to better exercise control over their work-life 
balance as they attend to selected tasks remotely. 
 
(ii) Relational crafting 
As individuals are generally physically dispersed when working remotely 
using ICT devices, they may not be able to foster and maintain close relationships 
with their colleagues, compared to those who are physically present in the office 
(Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Yet, with advances in communications technology, 
employees can still remain connected to others for work-related matters. 
Individuals who engage in relational crafting will choose to interact with parties 
that help them achieve their ideal selves with relation to work (Berg et al., 2010). 
For example, a job crafter in Asia who is interested in conducting research that 
makes an impact internationally will collaborate with parties from other countries, 
to give their research a more international perspective. This collaboration is not 
only possible with innovations like email, but the almost-instant nature of such 
communication channels also means that these collaborations can form quickly 
(Derks & Bakker, 2010; Goodman & Darr, 1998). 
However, without physical presence, individuals also have the option to be 
disconnected, for instance, by ignoring work-related phone calls during social 
activities, or replying an email at a later date. At the workplace, employees may be 
physically disrupted by colleagues and supervisors for queries and may have to 
attend to those work matters immediately (Fairbrother & Warn, 2003). With virtual 
work arrangements, individuals can schedule for themselves when they wish to 
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reply to their co-workers or collaborators as there is less pressure for immediacy 
compared to face-to-face meetings. Individuals could also choose with whom they 
more, or less, frequently interact with (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). For 
instance, employees may respond to urgent matters from their supervisor quickly, 
but may choose to attend to mundane tasks from others later. While individuals 
who engage in relational crafting tend to be intrinsically motivated when 
connecting with parties who help further their personal goals, they practice 
discretion with whom they interact with, and control the extent to which work 
matters permeate their personal and social boundaries.  
 
(iii) Cognitive task crafting 
Individuals who engage in cognitive task crafting reframe the definition and 
boundaries of their job to keep it aligned to their own goals, values, and beliefs. As 
highlighted earlier, I expand the definition of job crafting to the extent that 
individuals not only strive to have a meaningful job, but also to have a meaningful 
life, as they integrate their individual values into their work identities (Berg et al., 
2010). For example, if being a good father is important to an individual, he will 
reshape the boundaries of his job to allow him to be a good father at work (e.g., 
earning money to support the family) as well as out of work (e.g., having enough 
time for activities with the family without work-related interruptions). 
Individuals who manage their multiple boundaries using job crafting will 
tend to be discretionary in the types of tasks or queries they attend to, and whom 
they respond to, as they reappraise how work matters fit into their personal lives. 
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As a result of this discretion, I posit that individuals who engage in job crafting will 
possess greater psychological control over the extent to which their work and 
family roles integrate. In particular, I propose that job crafters are able to have 
higher psychological control over their work-life balance in accordance to their 
desired levels. 
H7: Job crafting moderates the relationship between job connectedness and 
psychological control over work-life balance, such that the relationship is 





Outcomes of Job Connectedness 
 In the context of job performance, individuals who have higher levels of job 
connectedness tend to receive better performance appraisals. This is because being 
available for work-related queries and tasks serves well for individuals’ career 
outcomes as they are perceived as reliable, conscientious, and selfless (Leslie et al., 
2012). When managers perceive that employees take advantage of flexible work 
arrangements to pursue productivity, rather than personal, reasons, these 
individuals will be viewed more favorably in terms of performance. Behaviors that 
reflect this pursuit of productivity include being flexible with working hours to 
attend to work matters, such as scheduling a video conference meeting in a different 
time zone, and being constantly available to respond to work-related queries. 
Besides, individuals who are physically as well as virtually absent (i.e., 
unresponsive to emails and phone calls) tend to be perceived as lower performers 
according to their co-workers and supervisors, as they are perceived as undermining 
collaboration (Arvey, 2013).  
Despite its apparent positive relationship with job performance, job 
connectedness is not always positively associated with employee well-being. 
Findings from previous research seem to indicate that job connectedness has 
positive effects on job satisfaction, as well as reducing work-family conflict, as 
individuals are able to tailor their environment to fulfill both work and family 
responsibilities (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Yet, 
other scholarly works found work-family conflict to increase when individuals 
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remain connected to work matters at home (Igbaria & Guimaraes, 1999; 
Mazmanian, 2013; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). 
I highlighted previously that psychological control over work-life balance 
can help account for why engagement in the same behavior (job connectedness) 
can lead to either positive or negative outcomes. Whether an individual experiences 
positive or negative well-being, however, also depends on the alignment of job 
connectedness behaviors and attitudes towards integration. When job 
connectedness behaviors are engaged in involuntarily, for instance, individuals 
experience lower job satisfaction and higher burnout. However, when high job 
connectedness is aligned with high integration preference, positive well-being 
outcomes will ensue. For the purpose of my dissertation, the well-being outcomes 
examined are job satisfaction, work-family conflict, and burnout. Because I do not 
posit any particular direction with regard to the direct impact of job connectedness 
on its outcomes, I propose the relationships between job connectedness and well-
being outcomes with regard to the moderators involved (voluntariness, integration 
preference, and job crafting). 
 
Job satisfaction 
Job satisfaction refers to individuals’ affective relations to their work role 
and reflects the alignment of one’s expectations from the job and what one receives 
from it (Lawler, 1973; Locke, 1969). Although research by Arvey and colleagues 
(1989) found job satisfaction to have a significant genetic component which 
suggests stability, job satisfaction has also been shown to fluctuate daily as it is 
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impacted by various daily events (Judge & Ilies, 2004; Ilies et al., 2009). In my 
study, I propose that as daily job connectedness levels vary, daily job satisfaction 
levels subsequently differ, depending on whether individuals are able to have 
psychological control over their desired level of work-life balance. 
Job connectedness is made more possible through flexible working 
arrangements, which essentially allow individuals to choose the location and 
timings when they wish to work. Such arrangements send a signal to employees 
that members of the organization care for the well-being of the employees, as 
employees are provided flexibility and autonomy over their working conditions 
(Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). In addition, by providing the necessary tools to 
enable job connectedness, the organization is perceived to be providing additional 
support and resources to facilitate employees in their work roles (Demerouti, 
Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).  
Studies have shown that individuals who perceive the organization and its 
members as a caring and supportive body tend to experience higher positive affect 
and tend to be more satisfied with their work role (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). 
For instance, a study on nurses from 53 nursing homes found job satisfaction to be 
strongly correlated with perceived support from the organization, and those who 
perceived the organization to care for their well-being also tended to be more 
affectively committed to the organization (Al-Hussami, 2008). In the context of job 
connectedness, when the organization provides support in the form of (i) 
availability/provision of devices/innovations that enable connectivity, (ii) policies 
that allow flexibility, and (iii) other non-tangible resources such as job autonomy, 
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individuals who are able to have high levels of job connectedness will generally be 
more satisfied.  
To the extent that these resources and support are in line with individuals’ 
integration preferences, job connectedness will be positively related to job 
satisfaction. However, when individuals have low integration preferences, and/or 
when these “resources” are perceived to be additional demands and are out of line 
with individuals’ integration preferences, lower levels of job satisfaction will result. 
Individuals who more proactively enact and maintain their boundaries through job 
crafting are also better able to align their job connectedness behaviors according to 
their desired level of work-life balance, resulting in greater levels of job 
satisfaction. When individuals are connecting out of choice instead of necessity, 
that is, when the nature of job connectedness is voluntary, individuals will also 
experience higher job satisfaction. Thus, I predict the following: 
H8: Voluntariness moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and job satisfaction, such that the relationship is positive when 
voluntariness is high, and negative when it is low. 
H9: Integration preference moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and job satisfaction, such that the relationship is positive 
when integration preference is high, and negative when it is low. 
H10: Job crafting moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and job satisfaction, such that the relationship is positive when job crafting 





Work-family conflict refers to a situation where participation in one role is 
incompatible with, or makes it difficult for, participation in another role (Greenhaus 
& Beutell, 1985; Lobel, 1991). Conflict can occur in two directions – from work to 
family, or from family to work. Work-to-family conflict occurs when the demands 
and time devoted to work matters interferes with an individual’s ability to perform 
family-related responsibilities (Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996). Family-
to-work conflict is when the distraction and distress caused by the conflict within 
the family disrupts an individual’s ability to participate in work matters (Netemeyer 
et al., 1996). In my study, I focus on work-to-family conflict as an outcome of job 
connectedness.  
Admittedly, in my conceptualization of job connectedness and its related 
variables, I highlighted the potential conflicts one could experience between his 
work and life domains. While work-family conflict may not encompass the entire 
construct of work-life conflict, for the purposes of this study, I use work-family 
conflict as a proxy to measure the disturbance that occurs in individuals’ personal 
domains. Perhaps, in the future, more comprehensive measures of work-life 
conflict can be used once they are established. 
Individuals who connect to their jobs voluntarily and those who craft at their 
jobs can tailor their environments to fulfill their duties, including family 
responsibilities (Rau & Hyland, 2002). However, employees are often conflicted 
when it comes to fulfilling both duties simultaneously. On one hand, individuals 
who attempt to accommodate work into their personal lives experience work-family 
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conflict as they may be unable to perform their domestic roles efficiently (Igbaria 
& Chidambaram, 1997; Golden, Veiga, & Simsek, 2006; Madsen, 2003). 
Constantly checking work-related emails at the dinner table, for instance, may upset 
family members as individuals are expected to be socially engaged during meals. 
On the other hand, individuals who attempt to accommodate their personal lives 
into work are deemed by supervisors to be self-serving, resulting in career penalties 
(Leslie et al., 2012). Employees are not perceived favorably when they delay replies 
to emails in order to run an errand for the family, as they reduce their levels of job 
connectedness for personal purposes. 
Indeed, there is this perceived need to remain connected to job matters 
beyond the physical realm of the workplace (Mazmanian, 2013). Strict separation, 
or high segmentation, of work and family lives becomes difficult as employees are 
increasingly expected to be available for work-related purposes during their free 
time (Middleton, 2008). Although provision or availability of communication 
technologies can be perceived as a form of resource to individuals to keep abreast 
with work-related information, it can also be perceived as an additional demand or 
obligation as individuals are now capable, and thus expected, to work more within 
their personal boundaries beyond the level of integration they are comfortable with 
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).  
Yet, when individuals have control over the level of connectivity they 
maintain when they are away from the workplace, they can reduce the amount of 
work-family conflict that they experience. Therefore, when engagement in job 
connectedness behaviors is voluntary in nature, individuals do not have to worry 
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about being required to attend to work matters within their personal and family 
domains. Also, when individuals’ integration preference is high, that is, when their 
work and family boundaries are permeable and flexible, high levels of engagement 
in job connectedness behaviors suit this preference, and the perception of work-
family conflict will thus be low.  
Job crafting also buffers the negative effect of work-life conflict, as 
individuals who are able to craft and alter their boundaries to align them to their 
priorities will be able to juggle work and nonwork roles effectively, reducing work-
family conflict. To this end, I propose that the relationship between job 
connectedness and work-family conflict is moderated by voluntariness, integration 
preference and job crafting, where higher levels of voluntariness, integration 
preference and job crafting buffer the negative associations of job connectedness to 
work-family conflict. Thus, the following are postulated: 
H11: Voluntariness moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and work-family conflict such that the relationship is negative when 
voluntariness is high, and positive when it is low. 
H12: Integration preference moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and work-family conflict such that the relationship is 
negative when integration preference is high, and positive when it is low. 
H13: Job crafting moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and work-family conflict such that the relationship is negative when job 





According to Maslach (1982), burnout is defined by the three dimensions 
of exhaustion, cynicism, and inefficiency. The exhaustion dimension refers to 
feelings of being depleted of one’s physical and emotional resources. The cynicism 
factor refers to the tendency for individuals to develop negative and cynical 
attitudes towards others. The inefficiency dimension refers to individuals meeting 
goals and objectives at low costs (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). Burnout is 
conceptualized to not only include physical exhaustion, but depletion of attitudinal 
and emotional resources as well (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 
2002). Job burnout is typically examined as an outcome of job demands, role stress, 
and emotional labor (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Jayaratne, Himle, & Chess, 
1988). Similarly, I examine burnout as a consequence of job connectedness, not 
only due to the additional demands and obligations associated with constantly 
remaining connected to job matters, but also because individuals can be less capable 
of maintaining their desired level of work-life balance through it. 
Rest and recovery are important mechanisms that allow individuals to 
replenish their resources before engaging in work-related matters (Sonnentag, 
2003). Where work arrangements that allow job connectedness are perceived as a 
form of support, employees will experience higher job satisfaction. However, such 
work forms can also lead to added obligations, where employees are expected to 
work beyond working hours to complete job-related tasks (Fenner & Renn, 2010). 
Individuals who have high levels of job connectedness are unable to take a mental 
break from work matters and are therefore cognitively overextended.  
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With less time, and thus lowered ability, to recover, job-connected 
individuals are unable to replenish their resources effectively and lack the energy 
and efficiency to perform well in their job role. In addition, the less personal nature 
of virtual communications such as email and shared drivers and folders, coupled 
with the physical distance among employees, may cause individuals to be more 
cynical of their colleagues’ and supervisors’ behaviors and intentions (Bartel et al., 
2012). Where job connectedness leads to a perceived imbalance between the 
demands of work and the demands of individuals’ personal lives, individuals who 
remain connected to job matters within their personal boundaries will tend to 
experience burnout.  
Yet, when individual integration preference is high, virtual communications 
are welcome as individuals are able to communicate regarding work matters 
remotely while engaging in activities in their own personal and social domains, as 
per their liking. Individuals who engage in job crafting are also able to make such 
communications more meaningful as they are selective with whom they interact 
with in accomplishing their work tasks. Furthermore, job crafting empowers 
individuals to redefine their boundaries, participating in recovery mechanisms to 
prevent high levels of burnout despite high levels of job connectedness (Sonnentag, 
2003).  Hence, I arrive the following: 
H14: Voluntariness moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and burnout such that the relationship is negative when voluntariness is 
high, and positive when it is low. 
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H15: Integration preference moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and burnout such that the relationship is negative when 
integration preference is high, and positive when it is low. 
H16: Job crafting moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and burnout such that the relationship is negative when job crafting is high, 






Psychological control over work-life balance 
As highlighted earlier, individuals vary in their subjective understanding of 
work-life balance. To some, work-life balance is achieved when work and personal 
boundaries are segmented. In other words, individuals would engage solely in work 
matters during working hours, and balance that out by spending time with family 
and friends during non-working hours while being physically and cognitively 
disconnected from work (Kreiner, 2006). Some individuals prefer to work longer 
hours, while some others go on holidays more frequently to recover from work (De 
Bloom, Kompier, Geurts, De Weerth, Taris, & Sonnentag, 2009). Another way to 
achieve work-life balance is to make frequent transitions between work and 
personal roles daily (Ashforth et al., 2000), engaging in high levels of integration. 
I argue that job connectedness is linked to well-being outcomes not through 
objective measures of work-life balance, but via the psychological control 
individuals have over this balance. This is because individuals do not have the same 
standard or agreement as to what exactly constitutes work-life balance (Reiter, 
2007). Yet, when individuals perceive that their subjective standards of work-life 
balance can be attained, they not only experience greater well-being, but are also 
more motivated to maintain that balance. Job connectedness has the ability to give 
individuals that psychological control, while at the same time causing individuals 
to perceive a loss of control over their boundaries. 
At desired levels, job connectedness leads to greater well-being among 
individuals as they are able to gain control over work matters despite being in a 
79 
 
different domain physically. Employees are satisfied as a result of this increased 
amount of psychological control (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Job connectedness 
leads to higher levels of perceived control not only over work-related issues, but 
also over personal boundaries.  
Individuals can choose to integrate work and family roles to the levels they 
desire. With high permeability and flexibility of these boundaries, individuals can 
attend to work matters – such as checking emails, preparing presentations, and 
vetting contracts – within their personal boundaries e.g., at home, and in between 
fulfilling family responsibilities such as shuttling the children to and from school 
(Clark, 2000). Engaging in job connectedness supports this type of work-family 
integration and provides individuals with increased psychological control over their 
boundaries, allowing them to integrate their roles in accordance to their subjective 
ideal levels of work-life balance. Work-family conflict is reduced as individuals are 
able to fulfil their domestic duties, and having control over one’s working schedule 
results in lower levels of burnout as well. 
 However, when the level of job connectedness goes beyond the level that 
individuals prefer, to the extent that the desired work-life balance is disturbed, 
individuals experience lower levels of well-being. Being connected to the job 
remotely within individuals’ personal boundaries leads to a perceived sense of loss 
when job connectedness is involuntary. For example, individuals who work at night 
from home in order to rush a deadline may perceive that their work life is creeping 
into their personal domains beyond a level that they are comfortable with. Being 
contacted during social activities or vacations for work-related tasks also upsets 
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individuals’ perceptions of their work-life balance. While job connectedness can be 
supportive in allowing individuals to enact their boundaries, it does not always 
allow individuals to maintain those boundaries. The nature of two-way 
communication means that employees can be contacted anywhere and at any time, 
disrupting not only family and social activities, but this also causes individuals to 
be cognitively occupied with work involuntarily (Middleton, 2008). 
When job connectedness renders individuals a loss of psychological control 
over work-life balance, the inability to cognitively recover from work-related 
activities leads to burnout among employees (Hobfoll, 2001). Attendance to work 
issues during family and social activities also leads to work-family conflict, where 
engagement in job connectedness interferes with individuals’ personal domains 
(Porter, 1996). When family members perceive that individuals are working beyond 
what is reasonably expected to meet the requirements of the job or to meet basic 
economic needs, work-family conflict occurs as these individuals are deemed to be 
incapable of managing work and personal roles and boundaries (Scott, Moore, & 
Miceli, 1997; Ashforth et al., 2000).  
To the extent that job connectedness causes individuals to have increased 
psychological control over their desired levels of work-life balance, job 
connectedness is related to positive well-being outcomes, such as higher job 
satisfaction, lower work-family conflict, and lower levels of burnout. In this 
discussion, it is important to note that it is not the level of job connectedness per se 
that leads to positive or negative outcomes. Rather, it depends on whether the level 
of connectedness coincides with individuals’ preferences in their pursuit of 
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achieving work-life balance. I do not offer formal hypotheses with regard to 
psychological control over work-life balance. Rather, I will conduct exploratory 
analyses to examine the role of this construct in affecting the relationships between 








I conducted two studies for this dissertation. Study 1 aimed to develop and 
validate a scale on job connectedness. Study 2 used the job connectedness scale to 
test the research hypotheses posited above, using experience sampling 
methodology (ESM). Study 1 was completed with 122 full-time working adults in 
Singapore. In Study 1, the mean age was 40.69 (SD=13.4), and men made up 51% 
of the respondents. Study 2 was completed with 115 full-time working adults, also 
in Singapore. In Study 2, the mean age was 30.33 (SD=8.72), and 57% of the 
respondents was made up of women. There was no overlap in respondents. 
  
Sample 
 For both studies, participants were recruited to participate in the proposed 
study by email invitations that were sent to HR managers of organizations in 
Singapore, as well as to the alumni population of a large university in Singapore. 
The invitation email, which contained the description and procedures of the study, 
were forwarded by the HR managers to employees. Interested participants were 
asked to sign up for the study using the Web link that was provided in the invitation 
email, which directed them to a Web-based registration and consent form. 
Participation was completely voluntary and participants were informed that they 
may discontinue participation at any time. For Study 1, participants who agreed to 
the study, i.e., those who clicked “I Agree” in the consent form received the Web 
link to the survey designed for the validation study. For Study 2, participants who 
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consented to participating in the study received an email with more details to the 
ESM study, as well as the Web link to the one-time survey. Participants in Study 2 
were reimbursed S$50 (~US$40) for completion of the study. This reimbursement 
rate is the same as previous studies that use similar methods (e.g., Song, Foo, & 
Uy, 2008). Participants who did not participate in the study in its entirety were 
reimbursed pro rata.  
 
Procedure 
As job connectedness is a conceptualized here as a transient construct and 
can change depending on job factors e.g., task challenge, daily workload, etc., I 
employ experience sampling methodology (ESM) to capture this transient nature. 
ESM involves asking participants to respond to survey items repeatedly over 
several intervals during their daily activities (Csikszentmihalyi & Larson, 1987; 
Moneta, 2012). Cued by a beeper or a signal, participants responded to items 
measuring job connectedness, responding to questions based on their activities, 
thoughts, and feelings at that particular moment. ESM is effective in capturing 
individuals’ daily experiences as participants respond to items as the events occur. 
In contrast, cross-sectional surveys and daily reconstruction methods depend on 
individuals’ recollection of the event, which may be prone to bias (Kahneman, 
Krueger, Schkade, Schwarz, & Stone, 2004). 
 For the main study (Study 2), data was collected in two phases. For the first 
phase, after registration for the study was complete, they were asked to fill in a one-
time survey. They were asked to respond to this survey within the next five business 
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days. The one-time survey assessed role autonomy, role interdependence, 
integration supplies, perceived importance of face time, integration preference, job 
crafting, as well as individuals’ demographic information. 
 In the second phase, individuals participated in an ESM study that lasted for 
five days, i.e, Monday to Friday. Participants were to complete online surveys on 
job connectedness when they received notifications from the researcher. Via email, 
they were sent instructions on how to fill in the ESM surveys. Notifications were 
sent to participants’ mobile phones. They had the choice to be contacted through 
SMS or other Apps using push-technology (e.g., Whatsapp, Viber, LINE, etc.). As 
the telecommunications companies in Singapore generally offer generous data 
subscription packages, participants were able to access the online surveys at any 
time at little cost. Participants also confirmed that they had constant, stable internet 
connection on their mobile phones when they registered for the study. 
Participants were to fill in the ESM surveys three times a day – in the 
morning, afternoon, and at night. Participants were asked to report their thoughts, 
feelings, and behaviors between 6am to 12pm for the morning survey, between 
12pm and 6pm for the afternoon survey, and between 6pm and the end of the day 
for the survey at night. Participants responded to their levels of job connectedness 
and level of voluntariness of job connectedness on all three surveys. The night 
survey assessed individuals’ reported levels of psychological control over their 
work-life balance, job satisfaction, work-family conflict, and burnout at the end of 
the day.  
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The mobile nature of this methodology allowed participants to respond to 
the items at any time within the defined time frames, and from any location they 
were currently in. This reflects the synchronous dynamics present in job 
connectedness, making ESM the appropriate tool to measure engagement in this 
behavior. As levels of job satisfaction, work-family conflict, and burnout can 
fluctuate daily as day-to-day interactions between individuals and the situations 
differ, these constructs were also measured at level 1. Variables such as job crafting 
and integration preference are trait-based and are relatively stable constructs. They 
were thus measured at level 2 with the one-time survey. Data were analyzed using 







 As job connectedness is a newly introduced construct, I developed a job 
connectedness scale in four phases (Study 1). In the first phase, I conducted 
structured qualitative interviews with four individuals who use ICT devices for 
work-related matters remotely. In these interviews, participants were asked on their 
usage of communication technologies for work, and their attitudes towards being 
connected to work. Specifically, I asked them to list all the devices and innovations 
that they utilize to remain connected to work. These include innovations beyond 
email and phones; technologies like VPN, sharing folders, and instant messaging 
are other ways employees keep themselves updated on work issues outside of the 
office. They were also asked other questions that are useful in formulating a list of 
items, such as whether they remain connected out of choice or out of necessity, how 
frequently they are expected to be available, and which modes of communication 
they prefer and why. After collating the open-ended responses, I created a list of 16 
items based on my conceptualization of job connectedness as well as on the 
participants’ reported behaviors and attitudes. 
 In the second phase, I circulated the preliminary items to three experts in 
the area of job connectivity who checked for face validity, as well as provided 
suggestions for addition or deletion of items. I then refined the list based on 
feedback gathered from these experts to ten items. The third phase involved 
validating the scale using an employee sample. Items were posted in a survey 
online. In addition, I included scales of related constructs – technology-assisted 
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supplemental work (TASW) and telecommuting – to examine if job connectedness 
is distinct from other factors.  
One hundred and twenty-two full-time employees responded to the online 
survey. The mean age was 40.69 (SD=13.4), and men made up 51% of the 
respondents. 3.3% worked in healthcare, 10% in manufacturing, 11.6% in 
education, 14.9% in banking and finance, 1% in insurance, 4% in communications, 
4% in transportation, 10.7% in government, 5.8% in retail, and 34.7% identified 
themselves as working in other sectors. A verification exercise was carried out, 
where 10% of the respondents were contacted to provide demographic details (age, 
gender, and organizational tenure) to verify that they were indeed the ones who 
completed the survey and that they were full-time working individuals. After the 
verification exercise, all identifiers (name and contact number) were permanently 
deleted from the database. 
 In phase four, I analyzed the data collected from phase three using factor 
analysis. Principal component analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation was first used 
to extract factor structures. Items with a loading factor of less than 0.4 were dropped 
from the scale. PCA was also conducted with the job connectedness items together 
with items from the TASW and telecommuting scales. After dropping four items 
from the original job connectedness scale, the factor loadings for the three variables 
fell nicely into three factors. The job connectedness scale now has six items. PCA 






INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
======================================= 
 
 Next, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted, where items from 
the job connectedness, TASW, and telecommuting scales were tested for goodness-
of-fit in a three-factor model. The three-factor model had adequate fit (Chi-square 
= 80.1, d.f. = 51, p<.05, CFI = .941, RMSEA = .069). The three-factor model had 
a better fit than a one-factor model (Chi-square = 141.4, d.f. = 54, p<.05, CFI = 
.822, RMSEA = .116). As job connectedness and TASW were highly correlated 
(r=.78), a two-factor model was tested with items of job connectedness and TASW 
placed together under one factor. The two-factor model did not have good fit (Chi-
square = 112.4, d.f. = 53, p<.05, CFI = .879, RMSEA = .096) compared to the three-
factor model, providing support that job connectedness, TASW, and telecommuting 
are empirically distinct. CFA results are found in Figure 2. 
 The finalized items are “Outside of the workplace, I remain connected to 
work-related matters via communications-based technology (e.g., emails, mobile 
phones, etc.),” “I check work-emails regularly when I am away from the office,” 
“When I am away from the office, I check my phone history often to check if I have 
missed any calls from work,” “I have a laptop that I use at home and/or at other 
places outside of the office to communicate with my co-workers,” “I have at least 
one mobile phone that I use for work-related matters outside of the office,” and “I 





INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE 
======================================= 
  
For the purpose of the ESM study, I modified the wordings of the items to 
reflect the temporal nature of job connectedness. I also included the time period in 
which individuals should base their responses on. For instance, for the afternoon 
survey, the items are “Between 12pm and 6pm today, outside of the office, I 
remained connected to work-related matters via communications-based technology 
(e.g., emails, mobile phones, etc.),” “Between 12pm and 6pm today, I checked 
work-emails regularly when I was away from the office,” “Between 12pm and 6pm 
today, when I was away from the office, I checked my phone history often to check 
if I have missed any calls from work,” “Between 12pm and 6pm today, I used a 
laptop at home and/or at other places outside of the office to communicate with my 
co-workers,” “Between 12pm and 6pm today, I used a mobile phone for work-
related matters outside of the office,” and “Between 12pm and 6pm today, I was 
not contactable for work-related matters outside of the office (reverse-coded).” The 
internal reliability score of this scale was .91. 
 
Role autonomy 
 Role autonomy was measured using the autonomy scale from the larger Job 
Diagnostic Survey developed by Hackman and Oldham (JDS; 1975). Sample items 
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include “I have authority in establishing rules and procedures about how my work 
is to be done” and “I have authority in determining the timings of my tasks.” The 
Cronbach’s alpha of this four-item scale was .82. 
 
Role interdependence 
To measure role interdependence, thirteen items were adapted from the 
scale developed by Kiggundu (1983). Seven items assessed initiated 
interdependence and six items assessed received interdependence. Initiated 
interdependence refers to the extent individuals are required to provide information, 
help, and support services to their colleagues. In other words, it is the extent to 
which others’ work performance depends on the individual’s accomplishment of 
his or her job. Received interdependence refers to the extent that individual’s job 
depends on others providing information and other forms of support. Sample items 
for initiated interdependence are “Other peoples’ work depends directly on my 
job,” “Unsatisfactory performance of my job would delay the work performance of 
other people,” and “I provide other people with information they need to do their 
work.” To measure received interdependence, examples of items are “My job 
cannot be done unless other sections do their work,” “I depend on other peoples’ 
work for information I need to do my work,” and “Most of my job activities are 







 Integration supplies were measured by modifying the scale by Kreiner 
(2006) assessing segmentation supplies. Essentially, items measuring segmentation 
supplies complement items for segmentation preference, reflecting the supplies and 
types of support that the workplace provides to accommodate to employees’ 
integration-segmentation preference. Items were modified to reflect integration 
supplies. The items are “My workplace allows people to attend to work matters 
when they’re at home or away from the office,” “Where I work, people can integrate 
their work life into their personal life,” “At my workplace, people don’t mind work 
issues entering their personal life,” and “Where I work, people are able to continue 
work when they go home or other places outside of the office.” The internal 
reliability of this scale was .73. 
 
Perceived importance of face time 
 To assess perceived importance of face time, the six-item scale developed 
by Shockley and Allen (2010) was used. Sample items include “My department 
values physical presence at work,” “Those who are usually physically present at 
work receive perks that others don’t,” and “I think it would be better for my career 
if I was at the office most of the time:” The internal reliability score was .58. Despite 
the relatively low Cronbach’s alpha, the scale will have even lower internal 





Psychological control over work-life balance 
 As there is no existing scale on psychological control over work-life 
balance, I utilized the work-life balance scale developed by Hill and colleagues 
(2001) and adapted the items to reflect individuals’ perceived control over their 
work-life balance. Not only did I modify the items to reflect control, but I also 
modified them to reflect the temporal nature of the construct. For example, the 
original item “How easy or difficult is it for you to balance the demands of your 
work and your personal and family life?” was modified to “Today, I had control 
over how to balance the demands of my work and my personal/family life.” The 
original item “I have sufficient time away from my job to maintain adequate work 
and personal/family life balance” was modified to “Today, I could determine the 
amount of time away from my job to maintain adequate work and personal/family 
life balance.” The internal reliability score was .92. 
 
Voluntariness 
 The nature of job connectedness engaged by individuals was measured by 
first asking them to respond to the job connectedness items, and subsequently 
asking them to which extent their job connectedness behavior was voluntary. 
Participants responded to a Likert scale (1=Not voluntary to 5=Mostly Voluntary). 
An N/A option was also available in instances where participants were not engaged 
in job connectedness at all during the specific periods outlined in the ESM survey. 
A one-item measure admittedly does not have high validity. However, as there are 
no present scales available in the literature measuring voluntariness, and as it is a 
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concept that is easy to understand by respondents, one item is deemed to be enough 
in measuring this construct. 
 
Integration preference 
 Integration preference was assessed by modifying Kreiner’s (2006) 
segmentation preference scale to reflect integration preference. Items are “I like to 
think about work when I am at home,” “I prefer to integrate my work life into my 
personal life,” “I don’t mind work issues entering my personal life,” and “I like to 
be able to continue work when I go home or when I am out of the office.” The 
internal reliability of the scale for this study was .78. 
 
Job crafting 
 Job crafting was assessed by the job crafting scale developed by Sekiguchi 
and colleagues (2013). The scale comprises three dimensions – task crafting, 
cognitive task crafting, and relational crafting. Sample items are “I change the 
content of my job to make it more meaningful and effective” for task crafting, “I 
redefine the purpose and meaning of my job” for cognitive crafting, and “I adapt 
the relationships with people in order for my job to be conducted smoothly” for 
relational crafting. Cronbach’s alpha for the job crafting scale in this study was .85. 
 
Job satisfaction 
 Job satisfaction was assessed by the five-item version of the scale developed 
by Brayfield and Rothe (1951). The momentary component was included in the 
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items. Sample items are “At the present moment, I am fairly satisfied with my job” 
and “I found real enjoyment in my job today.” Together with the other outcomes 
measured in this study, job satisfaction was measured only once daily (i.e., at the 
end of the day), as opposed to the repeated measures of job connectedness and 
voluntariness. The internal reliability of the job satisfaction scale was .82. 
 
Work-family conflict 
 Work-family conflict was measured using the scale developed by 
Netemeyer, Boles, and McMurrian (1996). Respondents were asked to respond to 
items indicating how matters can interfere with family activities. Items include 
“Today, my job produced strain and made it difficult to fulfill family duties” and 
“Today, things I wanted to do at home did not get done because of the demands my 
job put on me.” In the study, this scale had an internal reliability of .93. 
 
Burnout 
 Burnout was assessed using a shortened version of the Maslach Burnout 
Inventory (MBI; Maslach & Jackson, 1981), which had eight items. Sample items 
are “At this present moment, I feel frustrated by my job” and “Today, working with 








 Individual differences such as age, gender, and organizational tenure were 
controlled for. Typically, employees who are older and who have worked longer 
have low preference for integration, and women tend to favor more flexible and 
permeable boundaries (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006; Rothbard et al., 2005). 
In addition, the number of children was used as a control as previous studies have 
found that the number of children at home affects individuals’ desire to integrate as 
well as positively impacts work-family conflict (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, 
Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005; Rothbard et al., 2005).  
 
Analyses 
 Multilevel modeling was used as a tool for data analysis. Days (level 1) are 
nested within individuals (level 2). Job connectedness was measured three times a 
day. A day-level measure of job connectedness was computed by averaging the 
three job connectedness scores. The day-level measure of voluntariness was 
computed in a similar way. For analyses at level 2 using level 1 variables, the level 
1 scores were aggregated to level 2 using person-mean centering. 
 
Results 
 Table 2 shows the correlation coefficients among all the variables in the 
study. Internal reliabilities are reflected in this table in the parentheses. Integration 
preference and job crafting were positively correlated with job connectedness 
(r=.25, p<.01, and r=.21, p<.05 respectively). Individuals who tend to prefer more 
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permeable boundaries between work and personal domains, and those who engage 
in changing the boundaries of their jobs, tend to connect to work matters outside of 
the office. These individuals also tend to engage in job connectedness out of choice, 
as integration preference and job crafting were positively associated with 
voluntariness (r=.30, p<.01, and r=.22, p<.05 respectively). 
 A perceived sense of control over work-life boundaries was positively 
correlated to well-being. Psychological control over work-life balance was 
positively associated with job satisfaction (r=.43, p<.01), negatively associated 
with work-family conflict (r=-.51, p<.01), and negatively associated with burnout 
(r=-.39, p<.01). Employees with longer tenures (r=.23, p<.05) and women (r=-.20, 
p<.05) tended to have higher integration preference. Interestingly, although job 
connectedness was thought to be more popular among youths who are generally 
more technologically savvy, age did not have a significant correlation with job 
connectedness (r=.05, n.s.). 
 
======================================= 
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
======================================= 
 
To test Hypotheses 1a, 2, 3, and 4, analysis was conducted at level 2. 
Control variables (age, gender, organizational tenure, and number of children) as 
well as antecedents to job connectedness (role autonomy, role interdependence, 
integration supplies, and perceived importance of face time) are level 2 variables, 
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as they are stable constructs that do not fluctuate daily. Job connectedness was 
aggregated to level 2 using person-mean centering. Results are shown in Table 3. 
Hypotheses 1a, 2, and 4 were not supported. Hypothesis 3 was supported in that 
integration supplies were positively related to job connectedness (β=.17, p<.05).  
 
======================================= 
INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
======================================= 
 
Hypothesis 1b was tested using hierarchical linear regression. Control 
variables were entered in the first step, the independent variable in the second, the 
moderator variable in the third, and the product term in the last step. Results of the 
hierarchical linear regression results are shown in Table 4. Integration preference 
had a positive direct effect on job connectedness (β=.283, p<.01). However, 
Hypothesis 1b was not supported. Integration preference did not have a moderating 
effect on the relationship between role autonomy and job connectedness (β=.122, 
n.s.). I repeated these analyses using the HLM software and duplicated the results.  
 
======================================= 





 Next, Hypothesis 5 was tested using the HLM software. To test the 
interaction effect of voluntariness and job connectedness on psychological control 
over work-life balance, deviation scores were first obtained by subtracting person-
mean scores from daily scores for both voluntariness and job connectedness. The 
product term from these two deviation scores was then used for analyzing the 
moderation effect as postulated in Hypothesis 5. Setting psychological control over 
work-life balance as the outcome variable, multilevel modeling was conducted by 
inputting job connectedness (group-centered), voluntariness (group-centered), and 
the product term (uncentered). Multilevel modeling is the appropriate statistical 
tool to account for level 2 dependencies. 
 Table 5 shows the outcome of the multilevel analysis for Hypothesis 5, and 
Figure 3 shows the interaction plot of job connectedness and voluntariness on 
psychological control over work-life balance. Results from Table 5 and Figure 3 
showed an interaction between job connectedness and voluntariness on individuals’ 
levels of perceived control over their work-life balance (β=.423, p<.05). When 
voluntariness was high, the relationship between job connectedness and 
psychological control over work-life balance was positive. When voluntariness was 
low, the relationship between job connected and psychological control over work-
life balance was negative. Hence, Hypothesis 5 was supported. 
 
======================================= 





 Multilevel modeling was conducted to test Hypotheses 6 and 7. Tables 6 
and 7 show the outcomes of adding integration preference and job crafting 
respectively as moderator variables. Hypothesis 6 was not supported. Integration 
preference did not have an interaction effect with job connectedness on 
psychological control over work-life balance. The interaction term, however, was 
significant when testing for the moderating effect of job crafting on psychological 
control over work-life balance (β=-.511, p<.01). Figure 4 shows the interaction 
graph. Although an interaction is observed between job connectedness and job 
crafting, the direction is in the opposite direction as hypothesized. Thus, Hypothesis 
7 was not supported. 
 
======================================= 
INSERT TABLES 6 & 7, AND FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE 
======================================= 
 
 Next, voluntariness was tested as a moderating variable against the 
outcomes. Hypotheses 8, 11, and 14 were tested. These hypotheses postulated that 
voluntariness will moderate the relationship between job connectedness and job 
satisfaction, work-family conflict, and burnout respectively. Table 8 shows the 
results of the appropriate multilevel modeling analyses with all the outcomes. 
Voluntariness had a direct effect on the outcomes in the directions as expected 
(β=.115, p<.05 on job satisfaction, β=-.122, n.s. on work-family conflict, β=-.173, 
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p<.01 on burnout). However, it did not interact with job connectedness as 
hypothesized. Hypotheses 8, 11, and 14 were not supported.  
 
======================================= 
INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE 
======================================= 
 
 Similar steps were taken in testing the interaction effect of integration 
preference as well as job crafting. The role of integration preference as a moderator 
in Hypotheses 9, 12, and 15 was tested. Results from Table 9 show no interaction 
effects. The results in testing job crafting as a moderator in Hypotheses 10, 13, and 
16 are reflected in Table 10. The results suggested that job crafting did not moderate 
these relationships either. 
 
======================================= 
INSERT TABLES 9 & 10 ABOUT HERE 
======================================= 
 
 Next, I conducted exploratory analyses examining the role of psychological 
control over work-life balance. First, I tested its role as a mediator. I examined the 
main effect between job connectedness and the outcomes. Job connectedness was 
negatively related to job satisfaction (β=-.164, p<.05), positively related to work-
family conflict (β=.226, p<.01), and positively related to burnout (β=.346, p<.01). 
101 
 
Next, I included psychological control over work-life balance into the model and 
examined the relationship between psychological control over work-life balance 
and the outcomes. Psychological control over work-life balance was positively 
related to job satisfaction (β=.285, p<.01), negatively related to work-family 
conflict (β=-.379, p<.05), and negatively related to burnout (β=-.256, p<.01). The 
effects of job connectedness on the outcomes were attenuated upon inclusion of the 
mediator (β=-.067, n.s. on job satisfaction, β=.140, n.s. on work-family conflict, 
and β=.270, p<.01 on burnout). These results suggest a fully mediated relationship 
between job connectedness and job satisfaction and work-family conflict, and a 
partially mediated relationship between job connectedness and burnout. These 
results are in Table 11. 
 
======================================= 
INSERT TABLE 11 ABOUT HERE 
======================================= 
 
Next, I examined the role of psychological control over work-life balance 
as a moderator. To do this, the following steps were taken. First, I created a product 
term using job connectedness and psychological control over work-life balance as 
centered variables. Then, I examined the interaction effects between job 
connectedness and control over work-life balance on the well-being outcomes, 
conducting this analysis using HLM software. The results of these analyses are 





INSERT TABLE 12 ABOUT HERE 
======================================= 
 
 For job satisfaction, the interaction term was not significant (β=.103, n.s.). 
Although control over work-life balance had a positive relationship with job 
satisfaction (β= .421, p<.01), it did not buffer the negative impact of job 
connectedness on job satisfaction. Psychological control over work-life balance 
buffered the relationships between job connectedness and work-family conflict and 
burnout. The interaction term was significant for work-family conflict (β=-.166, 
p<.05), and for burnout (β=-.273, p<.01). The respective interaction plots are shown 
in Figures 5 and 6.  
 
======================================= 







 Out of the four antecedents in the proposed research model, integration 
supplies predicted job connectedness. Resources from the organization in the form 
of provision of ICT devices, flexible work arrangements, and an overall 
organizational culture that encourages integration of work and personal lives, 
increased the tendency for employees to engage in job connectedness. Integration 
supplies can also come in the form of formal and informal policies that allow 
individuals to make transitions between their work and personal boundaries rather 
seamlessly. 
 However, while the provision of such supplies predicted the levels of job 
connectedness behaviors, it cannot be ascertained if this is necessarily a positive 
situation. This is because it was not examined if integration supplies were perceived 
from the employees’ view as a form of support from the organization, or as 
additional demand. From this study, it cannot be concluded if integration supplies 
were perceived to be facilitative to employees to accomplish their work tasks, or if 
they were deemed as additional obligations, where employees now have multiple 
channels to be contacted for work-related matters, even in their personal spheres. 
Also, the directionality of integration was not measured in this study. Did 
organizations provide tools to make it easier for employees to work remotely, or 




Although job connectedness levels increase as a result of the availability of 
integration supplies, employees may not be happy with this arrangement. Results 
examining the impacts of job connectedness on its outcomes seem to suggest that 
provision of integration supplies may be perceived as additional demand or 
workload for individuals, as job connectedness generally led to negative well-
being. Closer examination of this causal relationship can be done in future studies, 
analyzing variables such as perceived organizational support in the same model. 
 Role autonomy did not predict job connectedness. The ability to determine 
when, where, and how their work tasks are accomplished was not related to job 
connectedness levels. This could possibly be due to the fact that to a certain extent, 
engagement in job connectedness behaviors are not completely voluntary. It is 
plausible that individuals who have low levels of autonomy may engage in higher 
job connectedness, as they are obliged to do so. With low autonomy, individuals 
are generally not viewed favorably if they do not attend to a work-related matter 
outside of the office if they are contacted by a colleague or a superior. There is a 
perceived obligation to work outside of the physical space of the office, possibly 
also outside of official working hours, when the task is assigned by an individual 
with higher authority in the organization.  
In a similar vein, the interaction effect between role autonomy and 
integration preference was not found. Regardless of integration preference, 
individuals with low role autonomy may be expected to remain connected to job 
matters and may be obliged to be available for work-related queries outside of the 
workplace. Individuals with low integration preference will tend to enact and 
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maintain strong boundaries between their work and personal domains in an attempt 
to keep them separate (Ashforth et al., 2001). However, with a high perceived need 
for connectivity that appears to be outside of their control, individuals with low 
integration preference may find themselves engaging in high levels of job 
connectedness against their will. Therefore, the expected interaction effect between 
role autonomy and integration preference on job connectedness was not found. 
 Role interdependence also did not have a positive relationship with job 
connectedness. In this study, individuals who communicated frequently with their 
co-workers to fulfill their job roles did not engage in high levels of job 
connectedness. A plausible explanation is that high role interdependence may be 
accompanied with the need for high physical presence. It is possible that individuals 
find themselves able to work better if they are in physical proximity with the 
individuals they depend on, or who depend on them, to accomplish work tasks.  
Although exchange of information can be done virtually using ICT devices, 
perhaps, other interpersonal factors, such as building rapport and trust, are deemed 
important in interdependent teams (Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005), 
which require face-to-face interactions. Therefore, while there may be high 
communication levels among individuals who have high role interdependence in 
their jobs, it is plausible that these communications occur when individuals are in 
office as opposed to when they are in remote locations. Thus, role interdependence 
was not positively related to job connectedness. 
 Perceived amount of face time was not negatively related to job 
connectedness as hypothesized. Plausibly, individuals engaged in job 
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connectedness behaviors even when physical presence in the office was not 
important, as they perceived these behaviors to provide them better opportunities 
for career promotability and could lead to higher performance appraisals. 
Therefore, as opposed to the previous assumption that individuals can only work a 
finite number of hours in a day productively, it appears that individuals may indeed 
be engaging in work behaviors in both domains. Employees engage in job 
connectedness on top of being physically present in the workplace. 
In this regard, connecting to work matters remotely may often be deemed 
as additional work instead of a way to replace the location of work. Thus, for 
instance, an individual may reply to emails from home at night, after returning from 
the office, as a way to fulfil their prescribed work duties. This is in contrast to the 
possible situation where an individual replies to emails from home in the day 
instead of doing so from the office. My findings echo current research which 




 The results suggest that the nature of job connectedness behaviors has a 
significant impact on how individuals perceive a sense of control over their 
boundaries, and the active steps they take to manipulate these domains. In 
particular, the level of voluntariness of job connectedness, and individual job 
crafting, mattered. Although I cannot conclude from the results the exact 
circumstances that predict job connectedness as a behavior (e.g., role autonomy 
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does not seem to predict job connectedness), the support for Hypothesis 5 suggests 
that when job connectedness is voluntary in nature, individuals are able to 
determine their boundaries according to their preferred definition of work-life 
balance. From this, it appears that individuals who choose to take advantage of the 
mobile nature of communication technologies to connect to work remotely can 
better tailor their environments to fit their preferred schedules in fulfilling their 
work and personal duties. On the other hand, individuals who have a choice not to 
be connected to job matters when they are away from the physical workplace also 
enjoy increased control of their work and personal domains, which subsequently 
leads to positive well-being outcomes. 
 Integration preference did not have a moderating effect on the relationship 
between job connectedness and psychological control over work-life balance. Job 
connectedness was negatively related to psychological control. Individuals who 
used communication technologies as a means of connecting to work matters from 
a remote location perceived a sense of loss of control over their boundaries. I 
predicted that when integration preference is high, high levels of job connectedness 
will be related to increased psychological control over work-life balance. When 
integration preference is low and when individuals prefer to have stricter separation 
between their work and personal domains, I predicted that high levels of job 
connectedness will be negatively related to psychological control over work-life 
balance.  
However, Hypothesis 6 was not supported. The relationship between job 
connectedness and psychological control over work-life balance did not become 
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positive when integration preference was high. Integration preference was not able 
to buffer the negative effect of job connectedness on perceived control over work-
life balance. Possibly, in this study, individuals were not able to align their levels 
of job connectedness according to their personal integration or segmentation 
preferences, as attending to work matters remotely may be conducted out of a sense 
of obligation. In other words, although individuals may have high integration 
preference, they may still feel a loss of control when they are engaging in job 
connectedness. There can be other factors involved. For instance, when job 
connectedness was not engaged in voluntarily, individuals were not able to have 
psychological control over their work-life boundaries. It appears that although 
individuals may prefer to have permeable boundaries, it might be more important 
that they are able to determine how and when these boundaries permeate each other, 
instead of passively allowing work and home matters to interfere. 
Job crafting moderated the relationship between job connectedness and 
psychological control over work-life balance. However, the interaction effect found 
in this study was in the opposite direction as predicted. Individuals who engaged in 
job crafting had lower perceived control over their work-life boundaries. There are 
several possible explanations to this surprising result. First, crafting at a job may 
not necessarily translate into crafting at boundaries. Although similar techniques 
may be applied (e.g., individuals choose which tasks to complete at their own 
discretion), job crafting may be very context-specific. For instance, individuals can 
craft at their jobs when they have already received the assignment, but when, where, 
and how they receive these assignments may not be in their control. They may have 
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control over their job roles once they are confronted with the task, but the conditions 
in which they receive the task are determined by other factors, such as superiority, 
urgency of the task, and unforeseen errors which need to corrected by a certain 
time. 
Second, there may be allusion to a sense of helplessness for individuals who 
craft actively at their jobs. Perhaps, because job crafters attempt to alter their job 
role boundaries, the fact that they have to be connected to their jobs, and indeed 
have less control over their roles as anticipated, may have caused them to feel a 
greater loss of perceived control, as they are frustrated by the unsuccessful attempt 
at enacting and maintaining their boundaries. This could be explained by the 
conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 2001), where individuals who lose 
personal resources (such as psychological control) experience a downward spiral, 
losing more cognitive and psychological resources to cope with the current 
situation. 
  
The Role of Psychological Control over Work-Life Balance  
 The perceived sense of control over one’s boundaries was used as an 
argument to explain the causal mechanism between job connectedness and job 
satisfaction, work-family conflict, and burnout. The results showed that job 
connectedness led to negative well-being outcomes, with these relationships being 
mediated by psychological control over work-life balance. Job connectedness did 
not have a relationship with the outcomes in the research model when psychological 
control over work-life balance was taken into account. 
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 Psychological control over work-life balance had significant direct effects 
to well-being. When testing the relationships between job connectedness and the 
outcomes, the directions of the coefficients changed upon addition of psychological 
control over work-life balance in the multilevel model. This suggested that job 
connectedness had negative well-being outcomes, but these effects were buffered 
if individuals had perceived control over their work-life boundaries. Psychological 
control over work-life balance increased with high levels of voluntariness of job 
connectedness. The findings of this study outlined the parameters within which job 
connectedness leads to positive outcomes. In particular, when individuals engage 
in job connectedness on a voluntary basis, psychological control over work-life 
balance will be high, buffering individuals from the negative impacts of being 
connected to their jobs remotely. 
 In testing exploratory moderating relationships between job connectedness 
and psychological control over work-life balance on well-being outcomes, there 
was no moderating effect on job satisfaction. A plausible explanation is that job 
satisfaction may depend on other factors beyond job connectedness and 
psychological control over work-life balance. Hygiene factors such as 
compensation, and quality of relationships with supervisors and colleagues, are 
possibly more important in determining individuals’ daily levels of job satisfaction 
in this case. 
Psychological control over work-life balance buffered the relationships 
between job connectedness and work-family conflict and burnout. When 
psychological control over work-life balance was high, individuals who engaged in 
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high job connectedness tended to experience lower levels of work-family conflict 
and burnout. Individuals who were better able to increase their perceived level of 
control over their work-life boundaries were somewhat shielded from the negative 
effects of job connectedness. 
This increase in psychological control could have been achieved when 
individuals engaged in successful integration and/or segmentation tactics to fulfil 
their work and personal obligations while avoiding burnout. Individuals could 
actively enact boundaries between work and personal and maintain them by using 
a combination of integration and segmentation techniques. Individuals who engage 
in high levels of job connectedness are by definition integrating work and personal 
domains as they connect to work related matters in non-work locations. However, 
individuals who engage in high job connectedness behaviors can also engage in 
segmentation in that they cognitively and behaviorally separate work and personal 
boundaries.  
Individuals can set certain times to check their e-mails when they are not in 
the office, for example, and ensure that there are no family or social obligations at 
this time. In this manner, despite being in a non-work setting, they are cognitively 
and behaviorally connected to work without experiencing interference with their 
family obligations. This segmentation technique also protects individuals from 
experiencing burnout as this method allows them to connect to work sporadically, 
or at desired intervals, instead of being obligated to connect to job-related matters 
remotely at all times. This is an interesting finding as it provides practical insights 
to reconcile individuals’ perceived need to be connected to work matters to fulfil 
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work demands and the negative spillover effects of such behaviors. Having 
increased psychological control over work-life balance can allow individuals to 
have high levels of job connectedness while being buffered from experiencing 







 My research has implications for theory and practice. At the theoretical 
level, examination of psychological processes in job connectedness answers Johns’ 
(2006) call to scholars to study concepts in context, as it sheds light on the 
motivations behind work performed with the assistance of communication 
technology away from the workplace. Because communication devices and 
innovations are so pervasive and embedded within company operations, research 
with the relevant backdrop of technology should be conducted to ensure academic 
research keeps up with phenomena we observe in reality (Bharadwaj, 2000). 
Introduction of the concept of job connectedness is not only timely, it is also crucial 
in furthering research on work family integration. 
 I also offer causal mechanisms to explain why job connectedness can lead 
to positive or negative well-being outcomes. Currently, research related to job 
connectedness has been mostly descriptive in nature, describing the different 
effects of connectivity on individuals without a mediating or moderating variable 
(e.g., Middleton, 2008), and categorizing individuals according to their boundary 
management strategies (e.g., Mazmanian, 2013). While these works were very 
useful in moving research on virtual work forward, I (i) introduce variables that can 
be measured, and this study is thus replicable, (ii) use variables that are continuous 
as opposed to categorical, and can thus observe linear relationships in which 
concrete directions of job connectedness are analyzed, and (iii) outline definite 
parameters under which job connectedness can be positive or negative, expanding 
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theory on boundary management and highlighting its relevance in today’s 
workplace. 
 While I contributed in extending boundary management theory, I also found 
that they were several restrictions. For instance, individuals who crafted at their 
jobs were not able to craft at their lives, or their different boundaries. Finding the 
specific context under which job crafting can occur also highlights the limitations 
in integrating the concept of job crafting into boundary crafting. Despite being 
grounded in similar foundations, that is, the individual is an active agent enacting, 
managing, and maintaining tasks and boundaries, it was useful to find that job 
crafting was independent from boundary crafting, in that individuals had control 
over their job roles only when they have the opportunity to. Whether work 
permeates into their personal boundaries, however, was not within their control. 
I also examine the role of psychological job control over work-life balance 
on individual well-being outcomes in the context of job connectedness. I found that 
job connectedness can impact individuals’ well-being positively or negatively, 
depending on individuals’ level of control over the permeability or non-
permeability of their domains. By introducing this as an explanatory mechanism, I 
further understanding on the psychological conflicts individuals face as a result of 
being connected to job matters remotely. Integrating research on job connectedness 
and perceived boundary control contributes to theory as we are better able to 
explain and predict outcomes associated with using communications technology 
for work. In addition, I examine individual differences that affect their boundary 
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management strategies as I inspect the different reactions individuals have to job 
connectedness at a closer level. 
 
Practical Implications 
 This research has practical implications as well. Firms which find 
themselves more advanced in adopting flexible work arrangements may reconsider 
their explicit and implicit policies on the contactability of employees, and 
reevaluate the potential signal they are sending to employees with such work 
arrangements. On one hand, organizations which portray themselves as providing 
technological tools with the purpose of facilitating and supporting employees with 
their integration or segmentation preferences will tend to have employees who have 
higher levels of well-being. On the other hand, where those tools are perceived as 
additional demands or obligations which negatively affect employees’ preferred 
work-life balance, lower levels of well-being tend to ensue.  
 There are various policies put in place by organizations that encourage job 
connectedness, such as subsidized phone bills, hot desks, and flexible working 
hours. Yet, these efforts may not be appreciated by employees who prefer to 
disconnect from work matters outside of the workplace. Recognizing that 
individuals have different integration preferences, managing a team with diverse 
preferences can prove to be a human resources challenge. It may be harder to 
coordinate work tasks within a team whose members possess a range of integration 
or segmentation preferences, as they perform work duties at different times and in 
different locations. For instance, the turnaround time for a group task to be 
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completed may be longer when one team member exchanges information in the day 
while another responds to that information only 12 hours later. Having clear and 
explicit expectations of work behaviors that cater to individuals’ different 
integration preferences as much as possible can help reduce the turnaround time, 
make communications more effective, and increase employees’ productivity. 
 Also, according to the findings of this study, job connectedness generally 
led to lower levels of well-being. Organizations can recognize the negative impacts 
of expecting employees to be constantly connected to job matters remotely. 
Therefore, flexible work arrangements should be designed to encourage employees 
to engage in job connectedness in place of working from the office, as opposed to 
a behavior engaged in on top of work that is done in the workplace. This can be 
done by tracking individual working hours, for instance. Organizations may allow 
employees to “check in” to work when they are from home, for example, by 
acknowledging the hours they put in via an offline timestamp system. Supervisors 
could also perhaps “release” employees of duties that require job connectedness 
when they have been physically present in the office all day, essentially identifying 
that individuals can only work a finite number of hours productively, reducing their 
likelihood for burnout and work-family conflict, and possibly increasing job 






 One limitation of this study is inherent in the measurement of job 
connectedness. Although ESM is the most accurate way to capture individuals’ 
momentary experiences, it is plausible that individuals who have very high levels 
of job connectedness were so absorbed in their work activity that they did not 
realize that they receive a notification to fill out the ESM survey. These individuals 
may also refuse to fill it out as they did not wish be disrupted while working. 
Conversely, an individual that was completely disconnected might not have the 
mobile phone or connection to the internet to receive notifications for the study.  
I attempted to overcome this limitation by asking respondents to think about 
the last time they engaged in a work task, and to measure their levels of job 
connectedness post-hoc. Yet, where I was unable to capture very high levels of job 
connectedness, the resultant range restriction meant that my tests were more 
conservative, and significance of the results provided stronger support for my 
proposed relationships with regards to job connectedness. It is also useful to note 
that variables like time pressure (where individuals facing very high time pressure 
are unlikely to respond to notifications) have been studied using experience 
sampling methodology in rigorous research (Kuehnel, Sonnentag, & Bledow, 
2012). 
 All of the variables were self-reported and therefore there is the limitation 
of common method variance in this study. Relationships between the variables 
measured could thus have been inflated. Due to logistic limitations, multi-source 
data were not available, as supervisors were not recruited in this study to provide 
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third party ratings. Although well-being outcomes were appropriately measured 
through self-reports, other variables such as integration supplies, perceived 
importance of face time, and even the level of job connectedness employees are 
engaging in, could be measured using supervisor ratings in future studies.  
Another limitation is that this study examined the extent of job 
connectedness that individuals engage in as part of a continuum. Although it is 
insightful to compare flexible work and traditional work arrangements, it is 
plausible that the combination of the two could have multiplicative effects. For 
example, individuals who engage in job connectedness for only part of the week, 
and supplements that with collaborative face-to-face meetings, will tend to benefit 
more than individuals who engage in work matters solely using communication 
devices and innovations (Kirkman, Rosen, Tesluk, & Gibson, 2004).  
The increased visibility and face time at the organization provides greater 
career prospects for individuals (Olson, 1983), while they take advantage of the 
autonomy of flexible work arrangements to improve productivity (Gajendran & 
Harrison, 2007). Individuals who only work in traditional work boundaries may not 
be able to benefit from the flexibility and autonomy of job connectedness, while 
individuals who engage only in job connectedness may miss out on chances for 
promotion. This research did not examine the combination of these two work 
arrangements and its possible multiplicative effects. Examining both job 
connectedness and traditional work arrangements within the same framework could 





With separate camps advocating and banning working remotely, it is 
important for scholars to understand the conditions under which such work 
arrangements can encourage beneficial outcomes. Individuals benefit from flexible 
work arrangements when they take advantage of the resultant autonomy to 
determine when and how they perform work-related duties, actively redefine their 
boundaries, and adjust their work and family roles to align with their preferred 
levels of work-life balance. Employees who engage in job crafting also tend to 
enjoy what they do as work becomes meaningful to them. 
However, individuals can be conflicted between having flexibility for 
themselves and accommodating to the flexibility of others. Although having high 
boundary control may have favorable outcomes in terms of the individual’s well-
being, the possible detriment to career outcomes may motivate employees to remain 
connected to work matters against their own will, and negatively impact perceived 
control over their work-life balance. My research helps disentangle the 
psychological processes individuals undergo when conflicted between remaining 
connected to job matters or not.  In the context of this particular study, the conflict 
faced by individuals seems to be apparent because individuals who connected to 
their jobs remotely experienced negative effects, but not those who connected to 
work matters out of choice. Therefore, while individuals cannot have complete 
control over the levels of connectedness demanded by the job, they can engage in 
boundary management tactics to circumnavigate the negative effects associated 
with constant connection to job matters. 
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While this research focuses on impacts of job connectedness on the 
individual, closer inspection of how one’s engagement in job connectedness 
impacts other colleagues can be a future direction for research. How do virtual 
interactions impact relationships between colleagues, and between supervisors and 
subordinates? Beyond performance appraisals, does physical absence from the 
office affect collegiality within the organization? Examining cross-level 
interactions of the impacts of job connectedness can also help answer questions on 
individuals’ ambivalent attitudes towards it. 
As organizations are increasingly assimilating technology and its 
innovations into their daily operations, scholarly research identifying the factors 
that motivate and drive individuals in this environment becomes important. At the 
same time, research on the boundary conditions that determine if individuals’ 
engagement in job connectedness is beneficial or not, can help address employers’ 
concerns regarding employee behavior when they are physically absent. For 
technological devices to be utilized optimally to enhance performance, it is perhaps 
best if employees experience high levels of well-being, as they integrate work and 




Summary of Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1a: Role autonomy is positively associated with job connectedness. 
Hypothesis 1b: Integration preference moderates the relationship between role 
autonomy and job connectedness, such that the positive relationship is stronger 
when integration preference is high than when it is low. 
Hypothesis 2: Role interdependence is positively related to job connectedness.  
Hypothesis 3: Integration supplies are positively related with job 
connectedness. 
(supported). 
Hypothesis 4: Perceived importance of face time is negatively related to job 
connectedness. 
Hypothesis 5: Voluntariness moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and psychological control over work-life balance, such that the 
relationship is positive when voluntariness is high, and negative when it is low. 
(supported) 
Hypothesis 6: Integration preference moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and psychological control over work-life balance, such that the 
relationship is positive when integration preference is high, and negative when it is 
low. 
Hypothesis 7: Job crafting moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and psychological control over work-life balance, such that the relationship is 
positive when job crafting is high, and negative when it is low.  
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Hypothesis 8: Voluntariness moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and job satisfaction, such that the relationship is positive when voluntariness is 
high, and negative when it is low. 
Hypothesis 9: Integration preference moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and job satisfaction, such that the relationship is positive when 
integration preference is high, and negative when it is low. 
Hypothesis 10: Job crafting moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and job satisfaction, such that the relationship is positive when job crafting is high, 
and negative when it is low. 
Hypothesis 11: Voluntariness moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and work-family conflict such that the relationship is negative when 
voluntariness is high, and positive when it is low. 
Hypothesis 12: Integration preference moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and work-family conflict such that the relationship is negative when 
integration preference is high, and positive when it is low. 
Hypothesis 13: Job crafting moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and work-family conflict such that the relationship is negative when job crafting is 
high, and positive when it is low. 
Hypothesis 14: Voluntariness moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and burnout such that the relationship is negative when 
voluntariness is high, and positive when it is low. 
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Hypothesis 15: Integration preference moderates the relationship between job 
connectedness and burnout such that the relationship is negative when integration 
preference is high, and positive when it is low. 
Hypothesis 16: Job crafting moderates the relationship between job connectedness 
and burnout such that the relationship is negative when job crafting is high, and 
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Appendix A: Measures collected at Time 1, one week before the daily study (level 
2 variables) 
 
Role autonomy (Hackman & Oldham, 1975) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. I have authority in determining the timings of my tasks. 
2. I have authority in establishing rules and procedures about how my work is 
to be done. 
3. I have authority in determining how work exceptions are to be handled. 
4. I have authority in setting quotas on how much work I have to complete. 
 
Role interdependence (Kiggundu, 1983) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
 Initiated interdependence 
1. Other peoples’ work depends directly on my job. 
2. Unless my job gets done, other sections cannot do their work. 
3. Unsatisfactory performance of my job would delay the work performance 
of other people. 
4. I provide other people with the help or advice they need to their work. 
5. I provide other people with materials, tools, or supplies which they need to 
do their work. 
6. I provide other people with information they need to do their work. 
7. I provide support services which other people need do their work. 
 
Received interdependence 
8. I spend a great deal of time on contacts with other people which help me 
get my work done. 
9. My job cannot be done unless other sections do their work. 
10. I depend on other peoples’ work for information I need to do my work. 
11. I depend on other peoples’ work for materials, tools, or supplies that I need 
to do my job. 
12. My job depends on the work of many different people for its completion. 
13. Most of my job activities are affected by the work activities of other people.  
138 
 
Segmentation preference (Kreiner, 2006) (original items) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. I don’t like to have to think about work when I’m at home. 
2. I prefer to keep work life at work. 
3. I don’t like work issues creeping into my home life. 
4. I like to be able to leave work behind when I go home. 
 
Integration preference (Adapted from Kreiner, 2006) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. I like to think about work when I’m at home. 
2. I prefer to integrate my work life into my personal life. 
3. I don’t mind work issues entering my home life. 
4. I like to be able to continue work when I go home. 
 
Segmentation supplies (Kreiner, 2006) (original items) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. My workplace lets people forget about work when they’re at home. 
2. Where I work, people can keep work matters at work. 
3. At my workplace, people are able to prevent work issues from creeping 
into their home life. 











Integration supplies (Adapted from Kreiner, 2006) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. My workplace allows people to attend to work matters when they’re at 
home. 
2. Where I work, people can integrate their work life into their personal life. 
3. At my workplace, people don’t mind work issues entering their home life. 
4. Where I work, people are able to continue work when they go home. 
 
 
Perceived importance of face time (Shockley & Allen, 2010) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. My department values physical presence at work. 
2. My co-workers are often in their offices. 
3. Those who are usually physically present at work receive perks that others 
don’t. 
4. I am called out by my co-workers if I do not come to my office for a few 
days. 
5. Everyone is judged by their output, regardless of where they conduct work. 
(R) 
6. I feel that I am free to choose when and where I work without fear of 
negative repercussions. (R) 






Job crafting (Sekiguchi, Li, & Hosomi, 2013) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
Task crafting 
1. I add or reduce tasks in order for my job to be conducted smoothly. 
2. I change the content and/or procedure of my job to be desirable. 
3. I add new tasks if necessary. 
4. I change the content of my job to make it more meaningful and effective. 
 
Relational crafting 
5. I actively interact with people through my job. 
6. I increase the number of people to interact with through my job. 
7. I understand situations of people who interact with me through my job and 
take them into consideration when performing the job. 
8. I adapt the relationships with people in order for my job to be conducted 
smoothly. 
 
Cognitive task crafting 
9. I reframe my job as a significant and meaningful one. 
10. I view my job as an integrated whole rather than an act of discrete tasks. 
11. I reframe the purpose of my job as a socially significant one. 






Appendix B: Job connectedness measures 
 
Initial 16 items for job connectedness 
 
1. Outside of the workplace, I remain connected to work-related matters via 
computer-based technology (e.g. e-mails, mobile phones etc.). 
2. I check my work e-mails regularly (at least once every hour) when I am 
away from the office. 
3. I check my phone history often to check if I have missed any calls from 
work. 
4. If my colleagues call me, I will answer the phone no matter what time it is. 
5. I have a laptop that I use at home and/or other places to communicate with 
my co-workers. 
6. I have a mobile phone especially for work-related matters so that I can 
integrate work matters into my personal life. 
7. I have a mobile phone especially for work-related matters to help me keep 
work separate from my personal life. (R) 
8. I synchronize my work e-mail account to my personal mobile phone. 
9. Outside of the office, when I see a notification for a new work-related e-
mail, I open it immediately. 
10. Outside of the office, when I read a work-related e-mail, I typically respond 
immediately. 
11. Outside of the office, I respond to e-mails promptly only when the 
content/sender is important to me. (R) 
12. I use technological innovations (e.g., phone, e-mail, video conferencing 
etc.) to collaborate with international partners. 
13. I use technological innovations (e.g., phone, e-mail, virtual private network 
(VPN) etc.) to connect to work-related matters when I am overseas. 
14. I use technological innovations to connect to work-related matters when I 
am in the same country, but in a separate location (e.g., home, conference 
venue, etc.). 
15. I am always contactable outside of the office. 





10 items for job connectedness for Study 1 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. Outside of the workplace, I remain connected to work-related matters via 
communications-based technology (e.g., emails, mobile phones, etc.) 
2. I check work-emails regularly when I am away from the office. 
3. When I am away from the office, I check my phone history often to check 
if I have missed any calls from work. 
4. When I am away from the office, If my colleagues call me, I will answer 
the phone no matter what time it is. 
5. I have a laptop that I use at home and/or at other places outside of the office 
to communicate with my co-workers. 
6. I have at least one mobile phone that I use for work-related matters outside 
of the office. 
7. I use technological innovations (e.g., phone, e-mail, video conferencing 
etc.) to collaborate with international partners. 
8. I use technological innovations (e.g., phone, e-mail, virtual private network 
(VPN) etc.) to connect to work-related matters when I am overseas. 
9. I use technological innovations to connect to work-related matters when I 
am in the same country, but in a separate location (e.g., home, conference 
venue, etc.) 
10. I am not contactable for work-related matters outside of the office. 
 
 
Final 6 items for job connectedness 
 
1. Outside of the workplace, I remain connected to work-related matters via 
communications-based technology (e.g., emails, mobile phones, etc.). 
2. I check work-emails regularly when I am away from the office.  
3. When I am away from the office, I check my phone history often to check 
if I have missed any calls from work. 
4. I have a laptop that I use at home and/or at other places outside of the office 
to communicate with my co-workers. 
5. I have at least one mobile phone that I use for work-related matters outside 
of the office. 





Technology-assisted supplemental work (TASW) (Fenner & Renn, 2010) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. When I fall behind in my work during the day, I work hard at home at night 
or on weekend to get caught up by using my mobile phone, pager, 
Blackberry, or computer. 
2. I leave my mobile phone, pager or Blackberry turned off and do not use my 
computer for work-related tasks when I return home from work at night. 
3. I perform job-related tasks at home or on weekends using my mobile phone, 
pager, Blackberry or computer. 
4. I feel my mobile phone, pager, Blackberry or computer is helpful in 
enabling me to work at nights or on weekends. 
 
Telecommuting (Golden & Veiga, 2005) 
 
1. In an average work week, what is the percentage of your total working time 
spent telecommuting (e.g., working from home or a location other than the 
office)? 
2. Indicate the average number of hours you consistently spend away from the 




Appendix C: Measures collected with the daily survey (all 3 times) 
 
Job connectedness  
 
Morning survey 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. Between 6am and 12pm today, outside of the office, I remained connected 
to work-related matters via communications-based technology (e.g., emails, 
mobile phones, etc.). 
2. Between 6am and 12pm today, I checked work-emails regularly when I was 
away from the office.  
3. Between 6am and 12pm today, when I was away from the office, I checked 
my phone history often to check if I have missed any calls from work. 
4. Between 6am and 12pm today, I used a laptop at home and/or at other places 
outside of the office to communicate with my co-workers. 
5. Between 6am and 12pm today, I used a mobile phone for work-related 
matters outside of the office. 
6. Between 6am and 12pm today, I was not contactable for work-related 
matters outside of the office. (R) 
 
Afternoon survey 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. Between 12pm and 6pm today, outside of the office, I remained connected 
to work-related matters via communications-based technology (e.g., emails, 
mobile phones, etc.). 
2. Between 12pm and 6pm today, I checked work-emails regularly when I was 
away from the office.  
3. Between 12pm and 6pm today, when I was away from the office, I checked 
my phone history often to check if I have missed any calls from work. 
4. Between 12pm and 6pm today, I used a laptop at home and/or at other places 
outside of the office to communicate with my co-workers. 
5. Between 12pm and 6pm today, I used a mobile phone for work-related 
matters outside of the office. 
6. Between 12pm and 6pm today, I was not contactable for work-related 




Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. Between 6pm today and now, outside of the office, I remained connected to 
work-related matters via communications-based technology (e.g., emails, 
mobile phones, etc.). 
2. Between 6pm today and now, I checked work-emails regularly when I was 
away from the office.  
3. Between 6pm today and now, when I was away from the office, I checked 
my phone history often to check if I have missed any calls from work. 
4. Between 6pm today and now, I used a laptop at home and/or at other places 
outside of the office to communicate with my co-workers. 
5. Between 6pm today and now, I used a mobile phone for work-related 
matters outside of the office. 
6. Between 6pm today and now, I was not contactable for work-related matters 





To what extent was your engagement in job connectedness voluntary? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Mostly 
Involuntary 
























Appendix D: Measures collected with the daily survey (night survey) 
 
Work-life balance (Hill, Hawkins, Ferris, & Weitzman, 2001) (original items) 
 
1. How easy or difficult is it for you to balance the demands of your work and 
your personal and family life? (5-point scale: Very Easy to Very Difficult) 
2. I have sufficient time away from my job to maintain adequate work and 
personal/family life balance. (5-point scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly 
Disagree) 
3. When I take a vacation, I am able to separate myself from work and enjoy 
myself. (5-point scale: Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) 
4. All in all, how successful do you feel in balancing your work and 
personal/family life? (7-point scale: Extremely Successful to Extremely 
Unsuccessful) 
5. How often do you feel drained when you go home from work because of 
work pressures and problems? (5-point scale: Never to Almost Always) 
 
 
Psychological control over work-life balance (Adapted from Hill, Hawkins, 
Ferris, & Weitzman, 2001) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. Today, I had control over how to balance the demands of my work and my 
personal/family life. 
2. Today, I could determine the amount of time away from my job to maintain 
adequate work and personal/family life balance. 
3. All in all, I had control over how successfully I can balance my work and 
personal/family demands today. 
4. At the present moment, I have control over the amount of work matters that 






Job satisfaction (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. At the present moment, I am fairly satisfied with my job. 
2. Today, each minute of work seemed like it will never end. (R) 
3. I found real enjoyment in my job today. 
4. I was enthusiastic about my job today. 
5. Today, I considered my job rather unpleasant. (R) 
 
Work-family conflict (Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. Today, the demands of my work interfered with my home and personal life. 
2. The amount of time my job took up today made it difficult to fulfill home 
responsibilities. 
3. Today, things I wanted to do at home did not get done because of the 
demands my job put on me. 
4. Today, my job produced strain that makes it difficult to fulfill home duties. 
5. Due to work-related duties, I had to make changes to my plans for home 
activities today. 
 
Burnout (Maslach & Jackson, 1981) 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements, using the scale 
below:  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. Today, I felt emotionally drained from my work. 
2. I felt used up at the end of the workday. 
3. Today, working with people all day was really a strain for me. 
4. I feel burnt out from my work right now. 
5. At this present moment, I feel frustrated by my job. 
6. I feel I’m working too hard on my job right now. 
7. Today, working with people directly put too much stress on me. 
8. Right now, I feel like I’m at the end of my rope.  
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Appendix E: Analysis of job types and levels on job connectedness 
 
 
In the section on demographic information, participants were asked to 
indicate which industry they were currently working in, what their organizational 
tenure was, as well as their total tenure. 9.57% indicated that they worked in 
healthcare, 3.48% in manufacturing, 13.04% in education, 16.52% in banking or 
finance, 1.74% in insurance, 3.48% in communications, 1.74% in transportation, 
8.7% in government, 6.96% in retail, 0.87% in hospitality, 6.96% in engineering, 
and 26.96% of the participants indicated that they worked in other industries. 
ANOVA was conducted to observe the differences among the different types of 
jobs or industries. Linear regression was conducted to observe the impact of tenure 
on level of job connectedness. 
 
Means plot of ANOVA results 
 
 
*Note: As there was only one respondent who worked in hospitality, there were 
insufficient datapoints to conduct ANOVA. Therefore, the hospitality industry was 











Industries that tend to require high job connectedness are healthcare, 
banking or finance, communications, retail, and engineering. Low job 
connectedness was found in manufacturing, education, and the government sector. 
In communications, retail, and even engineering and banking or finance, much of 
the job description entails sales or working directly with clients away from the 
workplace. Therefore, employees in these industries tend to communicate 
frequently with their headquarters for work-related information in order to 
accomplish their work tasks. In healthcare, engineering and banking, there is also 
high role interdependence as employees will need information from, as well as 
provide information to, other colleagues. Employees in the healthcare industry may 
be called from home to provide information regarding a patient for the employees 
in the next shift, bankers need to frequently access company data remotely to make 
financial decisions based on the latest economic updates, and engineers need to 
communicate with other departments in the process of finishing or selling a product.  
Low job connectedness is observed in manufacturing, as it is not part of the 
knowledge industry. Employees in manufacturing are also typically physically 
bound to the workplace to carry out their tasks, where the machines needed are 
available. In the education and government sectors, most of the work is carried out 
in the workplace itself. Employees in the civil sector also typically have defined 
working hours, and the results suggest that they tend to be disconnected from work 
matters when they leave the office or the school. 
Linear regression was conducted to examine the impact or organizational 
tenure as well as total tenure on job connectedness. These measures were used as 
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proxies to job level because seniority in the organization tends to be strongly related 
to experience, and hence job level. Results indicated that job level did not have an 
impact on job connectedness, as neither organizational tenure (β=.09, n.s.) nor total 
tenure (β=.093, n.s.) was related to job connectedness levels. Therefore, results of 
this study suggest that seniority or level in the organization may be less important 
in predicting job connectedness as opposed to the industry that individuals are in. 
